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CURRENT TOPICS. 


A DEPUTATION consisting of representatives of the Incor- 
porated Law Society and the Provincial Law Societies waited 
upon the Lord Chancellor on Thursday afternoon last week, and 
strongly deprecated the compulsory provisions of the Land 
Transfer Bil. 





On Wepwyespay last Mr. Justice Wricnt completed the hear- 
ing of the only chancery action in his list which was then ready 
for hearing. Several other actions will be ready next week, 
and are appointed to be disposed of on Monday, Tuesday, and 
Wednesday. 





Mr. Justice Romer has been proceeding with his list of 
witness actions at a reasonably rapid rate up to Tuesday last, 
but on Wednesday a case came into the paper which it is esti- 
mated will take three weeks of this learned judgo’s time; there 
is therefore but little prospect that any other case in the list of 
Mr. Justice Romer will be heard during the present sittings. 





Iy Is QUESTIONABLE whether there will be sufficient work for 
both divisions of the Court of Appeal to occupy them during 
every day which remains of the present sittings. As re 
Division No. 1 there is very nearly enough, but in Division 
No. 2 the cases are so few that it seems probable they may be 
disposed of in the course of next week. 





Tue TRANSFER to Mr, Justice Romer, for the purpose only of 
trial or hearing, of twenty actions from the list of Mr. Justice 
Cuirry, twenty from that of Mr. Justice Norra, fifteen from 
that of Mr. Justice Srirtina, and fifteen from that of Mr. Jus- 
tice Kexewicu will be completed early next week; the lists 
from which these actions will be selected having been exhibited 
up to Thursday last, and withdrawn on that day. 





TERE 18 understood to be another meeting of the Rule Oom- 
mittee arranged for an early day. We have, of course, no 
information as to the business on hand, but it is obvious that 
the consideration of the new rules is now far advanced. It is 
earnestly to be hoped that before they are promulgated the 
suggestions of the representatives of the profession and the 
officials of the courts will be invited upon such of the rules as 
have reference to practice. 





Lorp Hxnscuety’s speech on the second reading of. the - 
26 
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Land ‘Transfer Bill was in some respects worthy of his high 
reputation for ability and sagacity. In place of the lofty official 
disdain for ‘‘legal middlemen,” he shewed the utmost respect 
for the objections raised by solicitors and the law societies to 
the measure, and in place of attempting any apology for 
officialism, he frankly avowed his strong dislike to it. He said 
“it was in principle objectionable, and not a little dangerous, to 
agglomerate a great amount of work which could be well per- 
formed by professional people outeide within public depart- 
ments.” These are golden words coming from a Lord Chan- 
cellor, and we believe they are honest words. But what 
succeeded them? Why, by some fatality, Lord Herscuez 
was led into one of the strangest fallacies ever uttered by 
a clever man. We can only account for the phenomenon by 
supposing that the remark must have been suggested to him 
from some official source too late for consideration by his shrewd 
and capable brain. He is reported to have said that “ that 
argument |as to officialism | was not applicable to the measure 
(the Land Transfer Bill]. This was not a case in which work 
which had been done by a solicitor was to be handed to a public 
department. This was the inauguration of a system of public 
registration of land which it was impossible for solicitors, 
however willing and competent, to inaugurate and carry out for 
themselves.” Not acase in which work which has been done 
by solicitors is to be handed toa public department! Why, 
that is to say either that the transfer of land is not work which 
has been hitherto done by solicitors, or that the function of the 
Land Registry is not, or will not be if the Bill passes, to act 
in the transfer of land. That is surely, speaking with pro- 
found respect for Lord Herscner1, an observation which he 
will hardly be prepared to indorse on consideration. But this 
remark is almost exceeded in the transparency of its fallacy by 
that which succeeded it. The objection to officialism does not 
apply to the Land Transfer Bill, because solicitors, however 
ing and competent, cannot inaugurate and carry out for 
themselves “a system of public registration of land.” Soli- 
citors cannot establish a Government office for the purpose of 
public registration, therefore the objection to the establishment 
of a Government office to do solicitor’s work does not apply! 
The same reasoning would of course apply to every conceivable 
extension of officialism. A Public Trustee Bill would not be 
open to objection as an extension of officialism because neither 
solicitors, nor trustces, nor cestuis que trust could establish a 
State official with the credit of the nation behind him to 
administer trusts. A Bill to establish a Government offico to 
regulate the public supply of pure groceries would not be an 
extension of officialism because no private grocer could establish 
a State office for that purpose. Really, when a man of Lord 
Herscue.t’s ability adopts arguments like these, he must be 
hard driven for reasons in support of his measure. But there 
would seem to be some fatality about the present Lord Chancel- 
lor’s utterances on land transfer. He went out of his way in his 
speech on the third reading of Lord Haxssvry’s Bill in 1889 to 
refer to the statements in the Soricrrors’ Jovurnat as to the 
effect of the Bill on country solicitors, with the object of putting 
forward the astounding proposition that ‘if the country solici- 
tors were to be ruined, it would be by the money which was 
ing into their pockets remaining in the pockets of the landowners.” 
hy he should have laid himself open to so obvious and true a 
retort as that one main reason for opposing the Bill was thet 
the money would of remain in the pockets of the landowners, 
but would go into the coffers of the Land Registry Office, we 
have never been able to understand. 





Tne rest of Lord Hurscuett’s speech was devoted to a re- 
pedsen of the assertions, devoid of proof save as to an increase 
n the value of land voluntarily registered within the last four 
years (it is worthy of observation that it is the value of the land 
dealt with, not the number of transactions, which is trotted out 
on these occasions), with which we have been familiarized by 
the oa S r paragraphs with which the advent of a Land 
Transfer Bill is now-a-days heralded. Of course the stupendous 


interest shewn by the building societies was noticed, and 
Hungary, instead of Australia, was cited to shew that trans- 
actions did not become public by means of the register. In the 





subsequent discussion Lord Asnsourne expressed an opinion ’ 
that the dread of the family solicitor might be carried too far ; 
and it is noticeable that Lord Satissury did not intervene in the 
discussion. While we are glad to find, both that the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society have had an interview with the 
Lord Chancellor on the Bill, and that he expressed in the debate 
a desire to be duly informed of their views before proceedin 
with the next stage of the measure, we are still unconvince 
that this is sufficient. We should have thought it obvious that 
the person to whom the general arguments against a 
registration of title and the special arguments against this Bill 
should be addressed is Lord Sarissury. 





On Tuvurspay the Court of Appeal decided in Re Fish some 
questions of importance to solicitors who fill the office of trustee. 
A testator appointed H., who was a solicitor, one of his two 
trustees and executors, and bequeathed to him, if he should 
accept the office of trustee and executor, the sum of £200. And 
the will provided that H., and every other person to be there- 
after appointed a trustee thereof, and who might be a solicitor 
and professionally employed in matters relating to the trusts of 
the will, should be entitled, and was thereby authorized, to 
retain and receive out of the trust premises his usual profes- 
sional costs and charges, as well by way of remuneration 
for business transacted by him, or his partner or partners, 
personally, or by his or their clerks or agents (including all 
adnan of whatever kind not strictly professional, but which 
might have been performed, or would necessarily have been 
performed, in person by a trustee not being a solicitor), as costs 
and charges out of pocket, in the same manner as if the said 
H. and every other such person as aforesaid had not been a 
trustee or trustees thereof, but had been employed and retained 
by the trustees thereof as solicitor in the matter of the trusts. 
And the testator gave to the trustees very extensive powers with 
reference to the carrying on of his business. The business 
was carried on by the trustees for sore time, and loss was thus 
incurred. The action was brought by the cestuis que trust, some 
of whom were infants suing by a next friend, against the 
trustees, the main object being to render the trustees personally 
liable for the loss, on the ground that they had committed a 
breach of trust in carrying on the business. As regards this 
part of the case, the Court of Appeal, affirming the decision of 
Mr. Justice Wricut, held that the plaintifis had entirely failed. 
But the court held that the plaintiffs were entitled to have the 
trustees’ accounts and the solicitor’s bills of costs investigated, 
notwithstanding the fact that some settlement of accounts had 
been come to between the solicitor (who was the acting trustee) 
and his co-trustee, and that the solicitor, with the consent of 
his — had retained his costs and charges out of the trust 
funds. 





Ir was argued for the plaintiffs that the above clause, 
especially having regard to the legacy of £200, only authorized 
the solicitor to charge for professional services, and did not 
enable him to charge for his trouble as trustee in matters not 
strictly professional. The court held that the solicitor was 
entitled to charge for services both professional and unpro- 
fessional. It was contended for the solicitor that the settlement 
of accounts with his co-trustee amounted to a“ payment” of his 
bills of costs, and that they were not now liable to taxation. 
The court held that the cestuis que trust were entitled, at their 
own risk as to costs, to challenge any items in the trustees’ 
accounts and in the solicitor’s bills of costs, and that any dis- 
puted items must be referred to the judge in chambers, with 

ower to invoke the assistance of the taxing master as to any 

isputed items in the bills of costs. The plaintifis were also 
entitled to surcharge the trustees in the same way. The court 
dismissed the action with costs as to the claim in respect of 
breaches of trust, but reserved the rest of the costs until after 
the investigation of the accounts. Lord Justice Livpiey said 
that, in the absence of very special provisions enabling trustees 
to settle accounts as between themselves so as to bind the 
cestuis que trust, the latter were always entitled to have the 
trustees’ accounts investigated. Lord Justice Bowen said that 
it could not be just to hold that a payment by ono trustee to 
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himself, with the consent of his co-trustee, out of the trust fund 
was a settlement of accounts binding the cestuis que trust. Such 
a retainer was not a ‘‘ payment” of the solicitor’s costs within 
the Solicitors Act. So to hold would lead to mischief of a most 
serious kind. Time would run in favour of the trustees from 
the date of an act done in private. Lord Justice Kay added 
that, if a solicitor inserted in a will such a clause in his own 
favour, he must not be surprised if the court afterwards watched 
his conduct as solicitor very narrowly, and it was impossible to 
suppose that he could escape from having his charges chal- 
lenged and investigated by his cestuis que trust merely because 
he had accounted to his co-trustee, and had, with his consent, 
obtained payment out of the trust fund: it is, he said, a rule 
without exception that cestuis que trust are entitled to have the 
accounts of their trustees investigated. 





A SOMEWHAT novel question was raised before Mr. Justice 
Norn on Tuesday, in a case of Austin v. Beddoc, as to the effect 
of the assent of an executor in the case of a bequest of residue. 
The question in the action was, whether the defendant was liable 
upon the covenants contained in a lease of a colliery. The lease 
had been assigned to the defendant’s father, who, by his will, 
had bequeathed the residue of his estate to trustees, on trust for 
the defendant. The trustees were also executors of the will. 
A colliery formed part of the residue, and, after the defendant 
had attained twenty-one, the executors let him into possession 
of the colliery, and he thenceforth worked it. Mr. Justice Noxru 
came to the conclusion upon the evidence that the executors had 
assented to the bequest of the colliery to the defendant, and held 
that his title, as assignee of the lease, was thus made complete. 
It was argued that, in the case of a bequest of residue, the 
assent of the executor is not sufficient to complete the title of 
the legatee, but that a formal assignment to him by the executor 
is required. Mr. Justice Norra held that the assent of the 
executor is as effectual in the case of a bequest of residue as in 
the case of a specific or a general legaey, though an assignment 
may be valuable as being the best evidence of the assent. It 
was also argued that, in the case of a bequest of residue, the 
executor cannot assent as to one item alone, but that an assent 
once given must extend to the whole residue, and that, as in the 
present casesthe executors, when they let the defendant into 
possession, were aware that debts of the testator to a consider- 
able amount were still unpaid, it could not be supposed that 
they intended to part with the residue, and to make themselves 
personally responsible for the testator’s debts. Mr. Justice 
Norru held that an executor can assent to a bequest of residue 
in respect of part only of the residue without affecting the 
remainder, and that here the assent extended only to the 
colliery. The point appears not to have been previously the 
subject of. direct decision, and it is one of practical importance. 





Tue case of Dougal v. M‘Carthy, in which the Court of 
Appeal have reversed the judgment of Hawxrns, J., on a 
question of a tenant’s holding over, is very important. 
The defendant had been the tenant of the plaintiff for 
one year by agreement in writing, at a rent payable 
quarterly in advance, and had occupied by a holding over 
for three months and a half after the termination of the 
year. The first year’s rent was paid. Shortly after the 
termination of the year the plaintiff asked for rent as for 
another quarter and as upon a renewed tenancy on the old 
terms, but the defendant—after considerable delay, no doubt— 
informed the plaintiff of his intention not to continue the 
tenancy beyond the period required under the agreement. After 
still further delay the defendant quitted, contending that he was 
only tenant at will, and liable for use and occupation only, while 
the contention of the plaintiff was that a tenancy from year to 
year had been created by the continuance of the occupation, 
determinable only by a half-year’s notice in the ordinary way. 
Hawxtys, J., who tried the case without a jury, held that there 
was nothing to shew that the defendant had become a tenant 
from year to year, and gave judgment for the defendant in an 
action for half a year’s rent; but the Court of Appeal has 
seen evidence of a tenancy from year to year in the plain- 





tiffs demand of rent and the defendant's continued occupa- 
tion. In Right v. Darby (1 T.R. 159) no doubt Lord Maysrretp 
said that ‘‘if there be a lease for a year, and by consent of 
both parties the tenant continues in possession afterw the 
law implies a tacit renovation of the contract, inasmuch as 
they are nee to have renewed the old agreement, which 
was to hold for a year.” But this was merely an obiter dictum ; 
while in Waring v. King (8 M. & W. 575) Lord Autyozr, O.B., 
laid down (also obiter) that if a party takes premises for a 
certain time and holds over, he does not thereby necessarily 
become tenant from year to year unless something occurs to 
shew the existence of a new contract. This “something” has 
been generally supposed, as in Hyatt v. Griffiths (17 Q. B. 505), 
to be payment of rent, or a distinct agreement to pay it, whereas 
in Dougal vy. ‘Carthy there was no rent paid, and the corre- 
——- seoms clearly to negative gy bg to pay it. 

0 decision, so far as we know, until Dougal v. M'Carthy, has 
fixed a tenant holding over with the liability of a tenant from 
year to year without payment of rent or a clear agreement to 
pay it. 


Tux pectsion in Zhe Pontefract Election Petition (reported else- 
where) ought to direct the attention of the Rule Committee to 
the fact that no rules for the regulation of the procedure upon 
election petitions have ever been made under the Corrupt and 
Illegal Practices Prevention Act, 1883. In the recent case an 
order allowing the amendment of a petition had been made in 
chambers ex parte by a judge who was not — the rota of 
election judges. This order was set aside by a Divisional Court 
upon two grounds—viz., that such order ought not to be made 
ex parte, and that a judge who is not upon the rota has no juris- 
diction to make it. The petitioner cited, in support of the 
jurisdiction of the judge in chambers, rule 44 of the rules made 
under section 25 of the Parliamentary Elections Act, 1868, 
which provides that interlocutory matters are to be dealt with 
“‘ by one of the judges upon the rota if practicable, and if not, 
then by any judge at chambers,” and an attempt was made to shew 
that, owing to the absence of judges from town, and the end of 
the sittings, it was not practicable to obtain the leave of a judge 
upon the rota within the prescribed time, and that, therefore, 
any judge in chambers had jurisdiction. This contention was 
entirely disposed of by the holding of the court that the rules 
made under the Act of 1868 had no application to the Corrupt 
and Illegal Practices Prevention Act, 1883, under which alone 
the power to amend a petition exists. The jurisdiction to allow 
an amendment is (by virtue of section 56, sub-section (1), of the 
Act of 1883) exercisable by a judge upon the rota ‘‘ subject to 
any rules of court.” These def the court held, must be taken 
as referring to rules to be made under sub-section (2) of the same 
section, and not to the existing rules made under the Act of 1868. 
Section 25 of that Act, under which the rules were made, is (so 
the court held) impliedly repealed, and the rules made under it 
are gone. In the absence of rules the chief question of juris- 
diction which was before the court in the Pontefract case was 
concluded by section 56, sub-section (1) but it is surely. very 
desirable that a complete code of rules of procedure upon 
election petitions should be drawn up under the powers conferred 
upon the Rule Committee by sub-section (2). It seems tolerabl 
clear, on principle, that an order allowing the addition of 
charges to a petition should not be made ¢x parte, but the 
section as to amendments (section 40) is silent upon the point : 
this is one of the many points as to which the Rule Committee 
might be expected to settle the procedure. 





In rue cAsE of Midgley v. Midgley Romer, J., has imposed a 
very reasonable resiriction upon the rule that an executor may 
pay a statute-barred debt. The rule itself has been regarded 
as an anomaly, for in general an executor commits a devastavit 
if he pays any claim which cannot be enforced against him. 
Probably, as was s ted by Corroy, L.J., in Re Rownson 
(29 Ch. D., at p. 362), it is due to the common notion that it is 
unconscionable to plead the statute. In that case it was argued 
that the exception was merely an instance of a more general 
principle, and that an executor may recognize any claims which 
are in themselves good, but for which the rer Brn a remedy ; 









436 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. _ 


April 49, 1893. _ 








and it was sought to include amengst such claims a debt due 
under a contract which could not be enforced by reason of the 
Statute of Frauds. But the Court of Appeal declined to accede 
to this view, and held that the liberty to executors to pay 
statute-barred debts was an exceptional instance in which they 
were allowed to depart from what would otherwise be their duty, 
and that the exception was not to be extended. In AMidgley v. 
a the peculiarity was that the claim had already been 
made in tho action, and, the statute being pleaded, it had been 
dismissed. Afterwards one of the executors was desirous of 

ying it against the wishes of the other. It would seem, 

owever, and so Romer, J., held, that the actual adjudication 
on the claim put it upon a different footing. Technically, as 
was pointed out, it was now res judicata, and, as all pleas except the 
statute must be pleaded, this was one which the executors were 
bound to set up. But apart from this it would be a very strong 
thing to allow an executor to step in and pay a debt after the 
court had decided that the estate was not liable. Before 
administration proceedings have commenced he may pay the 
debt, and in the proceedings parties beneficially interested cannot 
set up the statute if he refuses to do so, but this is quite far 
enough for his liberty to extend. He should not be able to deal 
with the estate in a manner inconsistent with actual judicial 
determination. 





In rue recent case of Dalobbel Flipo vy. Varty and Others 
(anle, p. 426) an attempt was made to extend the operation of 
section 66 of the County Courts Act, 1888 (which enables an 
action of tort to be remitted by the High Court to the county 
court) so as to make it applicable to a defendant’s cownter-claim 
for tort. It was, however, held by the Queen’s Bench Division 
(Wi11s and Ciarves, JJ.) that a counter-claim is not an action 
within the language of the enactment, and that, therefore, the 
High Court has no power to remit it to a county court for trial. 
This decision is, we submit, unassailable, for, as the present 
Master of the Rolls laid down in I‘Gowan v. Middleton (31 
W. R. 835, 11 Q. B. D. 464, 468), “a counter-claim is not a 
cross-action ; it cannot be deemed an action, it not being com- 
menced by writ of summons.’’ Moreover, in the case of Zhe 
Queen v. The Judge of the City of London Court (1891, 2 Q. B. 
71), it was held that a counter-claim for breach of contract cannot, 
after the plaintiff has discontinued the action, be remitted toa 
county court under section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888. 


Mr. Jusrice Vavenan WILLiAMs, during the hearing of a case 
on Thursday last, made some observations on affidavit evidence. 
He said that the persons who had made certain affidavits in the 
vase appeared to have memories from which nothing could 
escape. The events and circumstances which the affidavits 
dealt with happened some two years before they were made, 
and the affidavits detailed all the circumstances with the 
greatest particularity. His lordship said he thought that these 
very precise statements in affidavits of past facts and circum- 
stances were not entitled to much weight; and that he was 
much more disposed to give weight to an affidavit in which the 
deponent did not profess to have such an extremely accurate 
memory of what had happened a long time before the date 
of the affidavit. 


In tHe case of Re Humphrys, Humphrys vy. Levett (reported 
e'sewhere), the Court of Appeal decided, in accordance with 
ite Wells (43 Ch. D. 281), that where an infant is absolutely 
entitled to the income of property during his life, and part of 
it is expended on his maintenance during his minority under the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 43, the surplus remains his pro- 
perty, on the grourd that the section in question applies (sub- 
section 3), ‘‘only if, and as far as, a contrary intention is not 
expressed in the instrument under which the interest of the 
infant arises, and shall have effect subject to the terms of that 
instrument and to tho provisions therein contained.” It is 
obvious that the absolute gift of the income was inconsistent 
with the direction for the application of the accumulations con- 
tained in sub-section (2), 





OFFICIALISM IN EXCELSIS. 


Rapicaus of some fifty years ago were considered very danger- 
ous people. They ow avowed the doctrine that every 
man thought he could manage his own affairs better than 
Government could manage them for him, and that if a man was 
adult there was no possible reason why he should not be 
allowed to manage them, as if he failed he hurt nobody besides 
himself, and had only himself to thank for any injury that he 
sustained. These views are no longer considered dangerous, 
they are pretty generally accepted by educated people, the only 
persons who at the present day view them with dismay are the 
permanent Government officials. They dislike them because 
they feel conscious that they do the bulk of the work committed 
to them extremely well, and they can hardly understand the 
frame of mind of those members of the public who like “to 
manage their own affairs in their own way.” 

The Incorporated Law Society has done good service in 
bringing the spread of officialism before the public. The recent 
decision in Re Fhe Federal Bank of Australia (Limited) (reported 
in another column) affords a good example of the evils the 
society deplores. The facts of the case were simple enough. 
The bank was incorporated with limited liability under a Vie. 
torian statute and had its registered office in Melbourne, 
with a branch office in London. On the 28th of January 
the bank suspended payment in Melbourne, and on the 
receipt of the news in London the London branch also 
stopped payment. On the 3rd and 7th of February two 
different creditors presented petitions in England for compulsory 
winding up. The petitions stood over for the purpose of 
ascertaining what had been done in Australia, and it appeared 
that an order for a voluntary winding up under supervision had 
been made in Melbourne. The court in Melbourne proposed to 
appoint the London manager to act as attorney in England for 
the liquidator. In South Australia an order for compulsory 
winding up was made, but on appeal, heard after the order 
made in this country by Vavewan WIttiAms, J., an order for 
winding up under supervision was substituted. The assets of 
the bank were large, capable, it was stated, of paying the 
depositors in full. When the petitions came on to be heard 
before Vauvcuan Wiu1ams, J., the petitioners proposed that the 
appointment of the London manager as attorney of the liquidator 
should be confirmed, that the bank should undertake not to 
remove English assets out of the jurisdiction, to give notice to 
the petitioners in case any action was brought against the bank, 
with a view to its being stayed, and that the petitions should 
stand over. VavugHan WI tims, J., made a compulsory order. 
The bank appealed, one of the petitioners supported the appeal 
by counsel, the other wrote to the company expressing his 
a The Oourt of Appeal, consisting of Linpixy, Bowen, 
and Kay, L.JJ., after consulting with Vavenan WIL.1AMs, J., 
dismissed the appeal, on the ground that from the experience of 
the judge below it was almost always the more convenient course 
to direct a compulsory winding up, and that that was the course 
which was desired by creditors generally. 

While we quite feel that a court of appeal ought to hesitate 
long before overruling an order owl based on convenience 
on a matter within the judicial discretion of a judge of con- 
siderable experience, we cannot help pointing out that there 
was a most serious objection on public grounds to the order 
made by Vaucnuan Wii11Ms, J.—viz., that it was his duty to 
decide the case on the facts laid before him, not because it was 
more generally convenient to make an order in a particular 
form; in other words, he appears not to have employed ‘‘ judicial 
discretion,” he only acted according to a semi-official rule laid 
down by himself, with an absolute disregard of the wishes of 
the petitioners and without considering the special facts of the 
case. It was not alleged that the petitioners were acting in a 
fraudulent manner, they appear to have acted in the mannor 
which in their opinion was most adapted to further their 
interests, and in the manner approved of by the courts in 
Australia, and it is most difficult to see any reason why they 
should not have been allowed so to act. If the law says that 
they shall not, the law is oppressive and ought to be altered 
forthwith. ‘Will none of the lawyers in VParliament take the 
matter up ? 
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The Court of Appeal did not appear to have directed its atten- 
tion to the point whether Vaveuan Witu1ams, J., had exercised 
judicial discretion. If he had done so it would have followed 
almost as a matter of course that they would not have inter- 
fered with it ; but it appears from the reply made by the learned 
judge to tho question put to him by Linpiey, L.J., that he did 
not exercise his discretion, but that he acted on a rule of general 
convenience, without considering the special circumstances of 
the case before him. 

What is this but officialism of the most pronounced and mis- 
chievous nature? In an office, the bulk of the work in which is 
necessarily performed by persons whom it would not be safe to 
intrust with discretionary powers, it is necessary to prescribe 
strict rules for the guidance of the officials, and these rules have 
to be followed strictly. In like manner where the law lays 
down a rule of conduct it is the duty of a judge to obey it; but 
where the law intrusts a judge with discretion it appears to be 
his duty to consider the facts of the case before him, and to 
make an order after due consideration of those facts; if, on the 
other hand, he adopts a rule to be followed in all cases, at 
whatever loss to the suitors, he acts as if ho were a subordinate 
official. Surely this is a degradation of the judicial office. 

Linviezy, L.J., mentioned that the court had a wide discretion 
as to allowing or disallowing the prescribed official fees in a case 
of this nature, where the head office of a company is situated 
out of England and the liquidation takes place partly in Eng- 
land and partly elsewhere, but he did not advert to the fact 
that some costs are necessarily incurred owing to the order for 
compulsory winding .up. We venture to hope that, after the 
proceedings are ended, some member of Parliament will move 
for a return of these costs—costs which in our opinion are 
wholly unnecessary. 





QUIT RENTS AND THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS. 


In the case of Howitt v. Earl of Harrington, which we report 
elsewhere, Stixiine, J., has decided that a quit rent payable in 
respect of a copyhold tenement is liable to be barred by non- 
payment for twelve years under the Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1874. We believe that of recent years it has always been 
understood that this is the case (see Elton on Copyholds, 2nd ed., 
p. 212), but hitherto the point has not been directly decided, 
and, as the matter serves to test the grounds upon which it has 
been held that some rents are liable to be barred while others 
are not, it may be useful to examine it. 

For the present purpose the Real Property Limitation Act is 
only important as reducing the time of limitation from twenty to 
twelve years in the case of rents which are liable to be barred. 
It does not in any way determine what those rents are. For 
this we must have recourse to the Act of 1833 (3 & 4 Will. 4, ec. 
27), of which the definition clause (section 1) provides that the 
word “rent”’ is to extend to “all services and suits for which a 
distress may be made, and to all annuities and periodical sums 
of money charged upon or payable out of any land.” This 
would include alike rent-charges and rent-services, and, in the 
latter case, whether the rents are ancient quit rents, freehold or 
copyhold, or rents reserved upon freehold or leasehold grants in 
modern times. But the meaning thus given is liable to be ex- 
cluded by ‘the nature of the provision or the context of the 
Act,”’ and to determine the effect of the statute it is necessary to 
ascertain what restriction, if any, is to be introduced into section 
2 (replaced by section 1 of the Act of 1874), which bars, after 
the prescribed period, the right to “make an entry, or distress, 
or bring an action to recover any land or rent.” 

In construing this provision a distinction has been drawn 
between rents of inheritance existing apart from any estate in 
the land, and conventional rents reserved upon leases for years. 


In Grant y. Ellis (9 M. & W. 113), the 1 case on the sub- | 


ject, the distinction was based primarily upon the effect of the 


word “‘ recover” and the juxtaposition of the words ‘‘land” and | 








ment like rent, there could not strictly be any wrongful adverse 
seisin or possession by another, yet the person entitled might 
formerly, in case the rent was paid to another or withheld from 
him, have elected to consider himself disseised, and would then 
have had the same remedy by assize to recover seisin of his rent, 
as a person disseised of land would have had to recover seisin of 
the land, To rents which might be the subject of such a recovery 
the Court of Exchequer considered the statute ought to apply. 
Consequently it would apply to rent-charges and to rent-services 
reserved upon grants of the fee before Quia Emptores, and upon 
grants of inferior freehold estates, as estates tail and estates for 
lives, since ; but not to rents reserved upon leases for years, the 
remedy for which was by action of debt (Gilbert on Rents, p. 92 
et seq.). 

The same argument had been previously adopted in Paget v, 
Foley (2 Bing. N. C. 679). “In section 2 it is clear that the 
word ‘rent’ is used to express charges for which an assize 
would lie—rents which are a charge on land” (per Trxpat, C.J., 
at p. 688). But there isan obvious objection to such a mode of 
construction. By section 36 the Legislature abolished real 
actions, and it could hardly have been intended that section 2 
should be construed with reference to them (seo Jrish Land 
Commission v. Grant, 33 W. R. 357, 10 App. Cas., at p. 
26). Moreover, the attempt to put land and rent upon 
the same footing led to the erroneous impression that the 
statute applied only as between rival claimants to the rent, 
and not as between the person claiming the rent and. the 
person liable to pay. Accordingly, Grant v. Lillis was 
relied upon in the cases which decided that the statute did 
not bar the recovery of tithe from the tithepayer: Dean of 
Ely v. Cash (15 M. & W. 617), Dean of Ely v. Bliss (2 D. M. & 
G. 459), This, of course, was unnecessary, for tithes are 
expressly classed as land, and are not therefore subject to the 
same considerations as rent. But it was clearly Lord Sr. 
Lzoxarps’ opinion in Dean of Ely v. Bliss that the statute did 
not apply as against the person liable to pay a rent-charge, and 
upon the authority of that case it was held in Nettervilic vy. 
Power (13 Ir. Tur. 128) that ‘‘the Statute of Limitations was 
intended to apply to adverse claimants of rent-charge, and not 
to questions between owners and occupiers” (cf. Sheil v, 
Incorporated Society, 10 Tr. Eq. 411). 

Whether or not this was right with regard to tithes has now 
become a question of no importance, but it is settled that it 
was wrong with regard to rent-charges. Such a result was not 
really involved in Grant v. Ellis, and, in distinguishing the 
rents to which the Act applied by reference to the writ of assize, 
it was specially noticed that this lay where the rent was 
withheld, as well as where it was paid to an adverse claimant, 
And express decisions that the statute runs in favour of the 
person liable to pay are to be found in James v. Salter (3 Bing. 
N. ©. 544) and Owen v. De Beauvoir (5 Ex, 166). In the 
former case an annuity, in the latter a freehold quit rent, was 
held to be barred by mere non-payment. ney in Irish 
Land Commission v. Grant (supra), the law was treated as being 
settled on this footing. 

But the court in Grant v. Ellis did not rely solely upon the 
effect of the word “recover” and upon the analogy of the old 
remedy by assize. While they thus arrived at a general con- 
ception of the rents to which the Act applied, there were 
indications in other sections that rents reserved on leases for 
years must be excluded. The strongest, perhaps, is that 
afforded by section 9, under which payment of rent to a 
stranger constitutes adverse sion, and makes time run 
against ths landlord. If, then, his right to recover the rent can 
be barred, it follows that after this has happened he will have 
no means of preventing such wrongful payment of rent, and 
thus by the indirect operation of the statute he would forfeit 
the right, which it expressly saves to him, of recovering the 
land at the end of the lease. The decision of the court avoided 
this anomaly. A further argument was based be po the 
circumstance that ‘throughout the Act the receipt of rent is 


‘‘rent.” As applied to land, it was said, ‘‘ recover” means the | constantly mentioned in a mode which appears as if studiously 
same thing as ‘‘obtain possession or seisin of,” and a similar | designed to mark that the rent contemplated is not the ordinary 
meaning must be ascribed to it in the case of rent. To shew rent reserved on leases for years—not that which is usually 
that this was possible, reference was made to the old remedy by | spoken of us as the rents and profits, but something distinct from 


writ of assize. Although, with respect to an incorporeal heredita- both.” Thus section 3 says: “ When the person claiming such 
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land or rent shall have been in possession or in receipt of the 

fits of such land, or in receipt of such rent”; and similar 

recurs throughout the Act. 

erhaps these latter reasons are more convincing than that 
which is based upon the construction of the word “ recover,” 
but whatever may be thought of the grounds of the judgment 
in Grant v. £ilis, its effect was to distinguish between two 
classes of rent. To the first, described generally as rents of 
inheritance for which an assize would formerly lie, the Act 
applies ; to the second, including rents reserved on leases for 
years, it does not. To one or other of these classes it has been 
possible to assign all the rents which have hitherto come in 
question. But copyhold quit rents are not thus to be dealt 
with. They are not rents for which an assize would formerly 
lie. The lord’s remedy was by distress. And though they may 
be said to be paid for the use of land, they are not on the same 
footing as ordinary leasehold rents. 

There seem to be two ways in which the difficulty can be 
solved. As we have seen, the analogy of the writ of assize is 
not to be pressed too far, and in construing the Act it seems 
safer to define the rents to which it does not apply than to 
attempt an exhaustive definition of those to which it does apply. 
Primd facie of course we must follow the definition clause and 
make it apply to all rents, and the correct process is to exclude 
only those which must be clearly excluded by the context. It is 
now settled that rents reserved on leases for years must be so 
excluded, and this has been recognized by the House of Lords. 
In Archbold v. Scully (9 H. L. C. 360, at p. 375) Lord Cran- 
worth said: ‘It is now clearly established that so long as 
such a relation (that is, the relation of landlord and tenant) 
subsists as a legal relation, the landlord’s right to rent is not 
barred by non-payment, for however long a time.’’ So too in 
Trish Land Commission v. Grant (supra) Lord Sxtzorne, L.C., 
referred to the point decided in Grant vy. Ellis—‘ that the word 
‘rent’ in the statute did not mean a conventional rent reserved 
by a lease”—as undoubted law. Probably the safest course 
would be to accept this as an exhaustive statement of the rents 
to which the Act does not apply and in practice it is believed the 
result would be correct. 

The alternative course is to distinguish between rents according 
as they are a burden on the land, or are paid as a return for the 
use of the land. In the former case they are paid by the owner 
out of the rents and profits to a stranger; the stranger takes, in 
fact, a share with the owner in the annual income, and he has 
an estate in this share quite separate from the estate in the land. 
In the latter case the rent itself constitutes the income; it is 
paid by the occupier to the owner; and the owner receives it as 
an incident of his estate in theland. In dealing, therefore, with 
rent as a subject of property liable to be barred, and in placing 
it on a level with land, the Act may reasonably be supposed to 
contemplate rents of the former kind only. Procesding in this 
Way we can at once separate rent-charges from.rents payable on 
leases for years. The difficulty arises when we have to deal 
with other rents which, in appearance at least, are paid for the 
use of land. As to ancient freehold rents there cannot be any 
doubt. Whatever may have been their origin, they have long 
since ceased to have this nature, and are simply a burden on the 
ownership. The case would be equally clear with regard to 
copyhold rents but for the question, who is to be regarded as 
owner. They are fixed in amount, and although the land may 
come into the hands of the lord, yet upon a fresh grant only the 
customary rent can be reserved. But although the peculiarity 
of the tenure prevents the copyholder from being seised, and 
deprives him of some of the powers of an absolute owner, 
yet it is clear that for practical purposes he must be regarded 
as the owner, and his rent is rather in the nature of a 
burden upon such ownership than of a rent paid for the 
use of the land. It ought, then, like ancient freehold rents and 
rent-charges, to be liable to be barred. Another case which may 


_be treated in the same way, and one which may at some time 
call for decision, is that of a rent reserved upon a freehold grant, 
as a grant for lives, in modern times. As this is the subject of 
contract it seems to resemble rents paid under leases for years 
for the use of land. The tenant, however, being the freeholder, 
is entitled to rank as owner, and the rent may therefore be 
regarded as a burden upon the ownership. For such a rent, 
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moreover, assize might formerly have been brought. These 
cases shew the difficulty of reconciling the peculiarities of actual 
tenures with a theory based merely on the distinction between 
ownership and occupying tenancies. 

In the present case of J/owitt v. Eul of Harrington, Sree, 
J., held that a copyhold rent more nearly resembles a freehold 
rent such as was held to be barred in Owen v. De Beauvoir 
(supra), than a rent reserved upon a lease for years, and he ar- 
rived at a result in accordance with the above reasoning. It 
seems safe to say, therefore, as above suggested, that no rents 
are excluded from the operation of the Real Property Limitation 
Acts save rents reserved on leases for years. 





LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 
REGISTRATION OF TITLE.—The Land Transfer Bill has been read 


a second time in the House of Lords. In moving the second reading ~ 


the Lord Chancellor referred to the objection that had been raised 
to the measure by solicitors, and especially by the law societies :— 


He desired, he said, to speak of them with the utmost respect, and would be quite dis- 
posed to listen to all ee they might make. Their lordships might have seen 
a very severe attack which had proceeded from the Incorporated Law Society upon what 


was termed officialism—the tendency of Parliament to take out of the hands of profes-_ 


sional men work which had hitherto been done by them and which the public desired 
should be done by them and transfer it to the hands of officials. With a good deal that 
was said with reference to officialism and its rs he found himself in sympathy. He 
thought it was in principle objectionable and not a little dangerous to agglomerate a 
great amount of work which could well be performed by professional people outside 
within public departments. But that ent, he contended, was not applicdble to 
the measure. This was not a case in which work which had been done by a soli- 
citor was to be handed to a public department. This was the inauguration of a 
system of public registration of land which it was impossible for solicitors, how- 
ever willing and competent, to inaugurate and carry out for themselves. In the 
present Bill the only change in the law of real property was one of machinery in 
the devolution of estates upon what was called a real representative. In the case 
where the beneficial interest would pass to the heir, the Bill expressly provided that 
there would be no difference with respect to probate and succession duty. He did not 
often make promises, but in this case he could promise that the imposition of an increased 
tax upon the devolution of landed property would not be hastened by a single day by the 
acceptance? of the Bill. The Ear. of Se.surne said he had been long of opinion that some 
form of registration was necessary. He was not at all convinced, however, that it was 
necessary for the purposes of a measure of this kind to make real estate devolve upon 
executors or real representatives for transmission. In his opinion it was unwise that real 
estates should for a considerable length of time be in the hands of persons who could not 
perform the duties of such property—duties that recurred from day to day—and he 
thought executors should be effectively safeguarded in to responsibilities that now 

upon them under very unfair conditions. He h this feature of the Bill would 
be very carefully considered in committee. The Lorp (aance.1or, in reply, said he had 
been asked by the Incorporated Law Society to receive a deputation on the subject, and he 
certainly desired to be duly informed of their views before a pene, | with the next stage 
of the Bill. With regard to the point raised by the noble and learned lord, he was aware 
that there was difference of opinion between them as to whether devolution to what had 
been called a real representative was necessary to a system of istration. Conveyancers 
thought it necessary, but he quite agreed with the noble lord that there should be safe- 
guards for the executor or administrator. 

THE SALE or ADvowsons.—In the Standing Committee of the 
House of Lords clause 1 (4) of the Church Patronage Bill has been 
amended with the object of more effectually preventing the traffic in 
advowsons. As the clause stood it provided that where any right of 
— was sold after the passing of the Bill it should not be 
awful for the purchaser to resell such right until the benefice was 
full after two avoidances thereof subsequent to the date of the sale. 
The Archbishop of York moved to amend this by substituting a 
fixed period of ten years, but on the suggestion of the Archbishop 
of Canterbury a period of twenty-one years was adopted, and the 
words ‘‘ until the benefice is full after two avoidances thereof” were 
struck out. This leaves untouched the proviso that a sale may be 
effected on the death or bankruptcy of the purchaser. } ; 

Tue Liasmiry or Empioyers.—The Employers’ Liability Bill 
has been read a second time in the House of Commons. 

Buripine Socretres.—The Bill to amend the law relating to 
building societies, introduced by Sir Joun Lussock, which, with the 
other two Bills having the same object, is now under the considera- 
tion of a select committee, contains several important proposals. 
Under clause 3 every annual account and statement under section 40 
of the Building Societies Act, 1874, is to be made in such form and 
up to such date, and is to contain such particulars, as the registrar 
prescribes, and a copy is to be sent to the registrar within a specified 
time. By clause 4 one at least of the auditors of the society must 
be a public auditor appointed by the Treasury under section 35 of 
the Friendly Societies Act, 1875, or a professional accountant. 
Clause 5 prohibits any advance out of the funds of a building society 
on the security of property already mortgaged otherwise than to the 
society, unless priority is effectually given to the mortgage of the 
society. For any loss caused by an advance in contravention of this 
provision the directors of the society who authorize it are to be 
jointly and severally liable. Clause 6 imposes on directors or officers 
of the society a fine not exceeding £50 for knowingly or wilfully 
making or allowing to be made or sent a false return to the registrar, 
or a false account or statement to any member, depositor, or creditor. 
Clause 7 is aimed at the authorities which decide that where the 
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borrowing powers of a society have’ been exceeded sums afterwards 
received by way of deposit are not recoverable. It provides that such 
sums shall be recoverable from the society notwithstanding the 
limits of borrowing have been exceeded. At the same time, the 
directors of the society are to be liable for the amount borrowed in 
excess. Clause 8 provides for investigation into the affairs of a 
society .by the registrar on a requisition signed by at least one-tenth 
of the number of the members holding at least one-fifth of the 


share capital, the registrar being satisfied that the requisition is made 
in good faith, and that there is good reason for the investigation, 


and clause 9 prohibits the carrying on of banking business by a 
building society. 
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CASES. OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. _ 
DRUMMOND +. DRUMMOND (FOX cited)—No. 2, 19th April. 


Drvorce — Cross Petrrions— INTERVENTION oF Jury — Enection not To 
PROCERD—WITHDRAWAL Or Counsti—New Tria. 


This was an application by the party cited, for a new trial on appeal 
from the verdict and decree nisi at the trial before the President of the 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division and a special jury. The peti- 
tion was by a wife against her husbaud, asking for dissolution of the 
marriage on the ground of cruelty and adultery. The respondent denied 
the charges, and counter-petitioned against the wife, alleging adultery by 
her with the party cited; the wife and the party cited denied the charge, 
After the close of the evidence upon the wife’s petition, during the course 
of which no questions had been put to her, though she was in the witnees 
box for more than two days, as to the charge ate against her in tke hus- 
band’s petition, and while her cross-examination as a witness upon the 
husband’s petition was taking place and before it was concluded, and 
before any witnesses had been called on behalf of the party cited, the 
jury, at the end of the eleventh day of the trial, intimated by a written 
communication to the President that they were agreed that the charge 
made in the counter-petition by the husband against the wife was true, 
and that she had committed adultery with the party cited. The written 
communication was handed to counsel on both sides. ~The case then 
stood adjourred till the next day, the President not considering it right 
to press counsel to decide on the moment what course they should adopt, 
and giving an opportunity for deliberation in the interval, The next 
morning counsel for the wife and counsel for the party cited ‘stated their 
decision that after what had occurred, the jury having come to a decision 
adverse to their clients without having heard the evidence which they had 
been prepared te adduce, they would take no further part in the proceed- 
ings. The President said that the course which counsel had decided to 
take was open to them if they thought fit to take it, but in his view the 
jury had not prejudged the case, as was suggested; all they bad done 
was what they very properly might do, that was, to intimate what their 
opinion was upon the case eo faras it had proceeded upon the evidence laid 
before them ; he himself and the jury were ready to hear the evidence of 
the party cited and all the other evidence which counsel were pre to 
submit; they could submit that evidence or not, as they should deem 
most advisable. Counsel for the wife and counsel for the ty cited 
adhered to the decision they had announced, and withdrew. upsel for 
the husband baving adcressed the jury on the subject of damages, the 
jury returned their verdict, acquitting the husband of the charges made 
in the wife’s petition and finding that the wife had committed adultery 
with the party cited, and they assessed damages against the party cited at 
£4,000. The President accordingly made a decreo nisi. The party cited 
applied for a new trial on the ground that, the jury baving been invited 
to give a verdict before they had heard all the evidence, there had been a 
miscarriage of justice. On the other band it was argued for the husband 
that a person could not elect, as the party cited had done, not to go on 
with a case and then make that a ground for a new trial. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Linpiky, L.J., said the case raised a question of very cuialdeatie tek: 
portance. The ground on which the appellant bared his claim was that 
there had been some miscarriage of ju through the way the case had 


terminated before the President, inasmuch as he had had no opportunity, so 
it was said, of laying his case hefore the jury. The facts were that there 


justified in 
the parties 


care a 
other side. 
= 
morning 
upon elected to take the course they did—that was, 
question for the court now was, could a party having 
get a new trial? Counsel had elected not to because 
thought it worth while to go on; 
go on, not because the jury were 
think that the evidence which at 
strong enough to . The present was 
justice. If the court were to grauta new trial here, 
precedent. If it had been a case of the jury not caring what 
the evidence was, it would be a different matter, but it was 
There must be no new trial, and the appeal must be dismissed. 
Bowen and Kay, LJJ, .—Counset, Lockwood, Q.C., 
Priestley ; Willis, Q.C., Boxall, and Barnard. Soxscrrons, Boxall § Boxall, 


{Keported by Auraver Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re HUMPHRYS, HUMPHRYS v. LEVETT—No, 2, 24th April. 


Witt — Inrant — Lecacy — Accumucations — Intenmepiate Income — 
Conveyanctne AND Law or Property Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), 
s. 43, 

This was an appeal by the three last defendants on the record from a 
decision of North, J., of the ‘20th of December, 1892, whereby it was 
declared that the accumulations representing or attributable to income of 
the share of the defendant Mrs. Levett (a respondent to this appeal) of the 
residuary estate of the testator, William Charles Humphrys, accrued r 
to and since her harps, t to be paid to her by the plaintiffs. The 
testator, by a codicil to bis will dated the 27th of April, 1882, gave to his 
granddaughter (now Mrs. Levett) a life interest in a fourth share of his 
residuary estate, with remainder to such of her children as should attain 
twenty-one, and, in default of such issue, to his three daughters in equal 
shares. The testator died on the 17th of October, 1883, Mrs. Levett being 
then an infant. In April, 1887, she married, being still an infant. Part 
of the income was applied by the trustees for her maintenance, and the 
balance was accumulated. North, J., decided that the accumulations for 
the period between the death of the testator and the marriage of Mrs. 
Levett belonged to her. The testator’s three daughters appealed. 
Counsel for the appellants contended that Mrs. Levett did not take a 
vested interest, but only a contingent interest ; and therefore there was no 

wer to apply any part of the income to the maintenance of the infant : 

George (5 Ch. D. 837, 25 W. R. Dig. 127). That was a decision on 23 
& 24 Vict. c. 145, s. 26, which was substantially the same as section 43, 
sub-sections 1 and 2, of the Conveyancing Act, 1881: see also Re Judkin’s 
Trusts (32 W. R. 407, 25 Ch. D. 743) and Re Dickson, Hill v. Grant (33 W. R. 
334, 29 Ch. D. 331). The legatee who took a vested interest was entitled 
to the whole income until another took a vested interest, when they would 
share equally. Counsel for the infant child of Mrs. Levett relied upon 
section 43, sub-section 2, of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, to shew that the 


what 
but 


not 


accumulations were capitalized, and would go with the o fund to 
the children. He frre to Re Thatcher's Trusts (32 W. R. 679, 26 Ch. 
D. 426). 


Lrxvizy, LJ. (after stating the contentions of the'sppellants and the 
facts), came to the conclusion that Mrs. Levett took a vested interest, and 


continued : It is plain that the income of the ughter’s share of the 
i ‘to her from the death of the r. The whole income 
residue is given er from wgfcamas toe od 


is given to her. Any of it not required to be expended 
is ander age and unmerried does not cease to be hers ; it remains hers, and 
hers as income. There is in the codicil which gives it to anyone 
else or which qualifies the The 43rd section of the Act 
has, no doubt, to be applied, 
by the third. The true constructio: 
Fry, L.J., in Re Dickson (33 W. R. 334, 29 Ch. D. 338, 339), when he 
that ‘‘all that has gone before with rd to maintenance 
subject to the will or other instrument t 
that the construction of the will or other instrument is not 
affected by this section.”” The codicil in this case is inconsistent 
accumulation of income for the benefit of the children of the - 
daughter. The codicil gives the whole income to her. This 
case within clause 3 and excludes clause 2. With respect to Re Ws 
W. R. 327, 43 Ch. D. 281), which we were asked to overrule, I 
opinion that the decision of North, J., was correct ha regard 
terms of the will and to clause 3 of section 43, which, in case 
as in this, excluded clause 2. It may be that the result, which I think 
safer to arrive at by the aid of clause 3, can be reached without the aid of 
that clause by construing clause 2 as suggested by North, J., when that 
clause was to be applied to the case of a tenant for life becoming a 
entitled to the income in . Ihave some doubts about this, bu 
T desire to leave the ret open until the necessity for deciding it arises. - 
Bowen, L.J., conew 6 : 
pointed out that whether the share of- Mrs. Levett was 
the wording of the codicil was imperfect, and either 
construction might be ado ; but a ae the whole his crggy Begs ov 
the construction put u it by North, J., was the better one. being 
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to, there could be no doubt that if the granddaughter became entitled on 
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the testator’s death to a vested interest for life in a fourth share of the 
residue she must be entitled to the income of that fourth notwithstanding 
her infancy. It was urgued that section 43 of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, must be read as though it were part of the codicil, and that it 
directed an accumulation of all the income not actually applied for the 
benefit of the granddaughter during her minority, and that such accumu- 
lations should be held ‘‘ for the benefit of the person who ultimately be- 
comes entitled to the property from which the same arose.’’ That form 
was borrowed from the usual form which applied generally when the 
infant’s estate was not for Jife but absolute. It was made by section 43 to 
apply where the infant’s estate was for life as well as where it was abso- 
lute. But his lordship thought the next part of the section removed the 
difficulty. it provided in effect that section 43 was to apply only if and 
so far as a contrary intention was not expressed in the instrument under 
which the interest of the infant arose. He agreed that the object of this 
statuiory provision was not to alter the rights of the infant. It was not 
intended to take away from the infant the income of a vested life estate 
which had actually accrued, and he was of opinion that when the instru- 
ment conferred such a vested life interest, an intention not to convert the 
income of that life estate into capital did not sufficiently appear, and that, 
notwithstanding the language of section 43, the arrears of income still be- 
longed to the infant. Appeal dismissed with costs.—CounseL, Charles 
Browne ; Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Leverson ; Jessel and Dare. Soxictrors, 
Clowes, Hickley, §& Steward ; Upton, Atkey, §& Upton ; George Rastrick. 
{Reported by W. 8. Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. } 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


JONES v. THE CONWAY AND COLWYN BAY JOINT WATER SUPPLY 
BOARD—North, J., 20th April. 


Locat Avtnorrry—WaAtER Suppty—Entry on LAND wirnovt Distaict— 
ConsENT OF ADJorntING Loca AvTHnority—Notice Reavuirep—Pvsiic 
Hearn Act, 1875, es. 16, 32, 54, 285. 


By a provisional order duly confirmed by Act of Parliament in 1891 
three sanitary districts were formed into a united district, called the 
Conway and Colwyn Bay Joint Water Supply District, for the purpose of 
procuring a common supply of water for the constituent districts. This 
was a motion by the plaintiff in the action, who was tenant for life of 
certain lands situate without the united district, to restrain the defendants, 
the board of the united district, from entering the said lands for the 
purpose of laying water mains. It was contended for the plaintiff (1) 
that the defendants were not a local authority supplying water within 
section 54 of the Public Health Act, 1875, which provides that ‘‘ where a 
local authority supply water within their district they shall have the same 
powers, and be subject to the same restrictions, for carrying water mains 
within or without their district as they have, and are subject to, for 
carrying sewers within or without their district.’’ It being admitted that 
the defendants had not yet actually supplied any water (2) that if it 
were held that the defendants were a local authority within section 54, 
then under section 32, which provides that a local authority shall give at 
least three months’ notice before commencing the construction of any 
sewer, &c., without their district, the defendants were bound to give such 
notice, which it was admitted had not been done. For the defendants it 
was contended that they were a local authority within section 54, and 
that, having obtained the consent of the local authority in whose district 
the plaintiff’s lands were situate, under section 285, which provides that 
any local authority may, with the consent of the local authority of any 
adjoining district, do in such adjoining district all or any of such works 
as they may do within their own district, they were freed from the 
obligation of giving the notice required by section 32. 

Nortn, J., held that the defendants were a local authority supplying 
water within their district within the meaning of section 54, being a local 
authority constituted for the purpose of supplying water within their 
district and taking steps to do so, although they had not yet actually sup- 
plied any water; and, by virtue of the section, whatever powers the 
defendants had as to sewers under the Act were applicable to water mains. 
Under section 16 any local authority could, after giving reasonable notice 
to the occupier, carry any sewer through any lands within their district, 
and could also (subject to the provisions of the Act relating to sewage 
works without their district) exercise the same power without their dis- 
trict. I¢ was true the defendants had given notice under section 16, and 
if the plaintiff's lands were within the defendants’ district, the defendants 
would have done all that was necessary; but the lands were without the 
defendants’ district, section 32 therefore applied, and it was admitted 
three months’ notice under that section had not been given, therefore the 
defendants had no power to enter on the plaintiff’s land. His lordship 
did not consider that the consent of the local authority of the adjoining 
district, which was obtained under section 285, operated £0 as to cut down 
te express provisions of section 32, and granted an injunction restraining 
the defendants from entering the plaintiff's land without complying with 
the provi-ions of the Public Health Act.—Covnse., Farwell, Q.C., and 
Pattullo ; Byrne, Q.C., and Ashton Cross. Sowscrrons, Bell, Brodrick, § 
Gray ; Davenport, Cunliffes, & Co. 

{Reported by C. F. Dexcay, Barrister-at-Law. | 
HOWITT +. THE EARL OF HARRINGTON—Stirling, J., 18th April. 


Quit Rent Payance 1s respect or Copynony Texement—Non-rayMent— 
Reat Prorentry Liwirration Acts, 3 & 4 Win. 4, c. 27, 88. 2, 3: 37 & 
38 Vict. e. 57, 8. 1. 


This action was brought by a copyhold tenant against the lord of the 





manor of Sawley, in Derbyshire, for a declaration that a quit rent, pay- 
able in respect of the copyhold tenement, and which had not been paid 
for fifteen years, was barred by the Statute of Limitations, and for an in- 
junction to restrain the defendant from a threatened distress for the 
arrears of the quit rent. The point of law was by consent set down, and 
was now heard and determined. Section 2 of the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27 
provides that no person shall make any distress or bring any action to 
recover rent but within twenty years (by the later statute twelve years) 
next after the time at which the right to make such distress or to bring 
such action first accrued, and section 3 contains enactments as to the time 
when the right shall be taken to have first accrued to any person in respect 
of his ‘‘ estate or interest ’’ in such rent. On behalf of the plaintiff it was 
contended that if the quit rent claimed had been payable in respect of 
freeholds it would, according to the cases, have been within the statute, 
and that there was no distinction between freehold and copyhold quit 
rents, and therefore the quit rent in this case was barred. For the defend- 
ant it was contended that copyhold quit rents were more analogous to 
rents reserved on a demise, which were not liable to be barred, and that 
the lord had not an estate or interest in the quit rent so as to bring him 
within section 3 of the Act. 

SriruinG, J., said that shortly after the passing of the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 
27 questions arose as to what sorts of rents were within the statute. In 
Paget v. Foley (2 Bing. N. C. 688, 3 Scott, 135) the question arose, although 
it was not decided whether rent reserved on a lease fell within the statute, 
and in James v. Salter (3 Bing. N. C. 544, 4 Scott, 168) it was held that an 
annuity created by will fell within section 2 of the Act. Then in Owen v. 
De Beauvoir (16 M. & W. 547, 5 Exch. 166) it was decided that a quit rent 
payable in respect of a freehold tenement was liable to be barred by the 
operation of section 2. There was no decision precisely in point as re- 
garded quit rent payable in respect of a copyhold tenement, but it 
was extremely difficult, after the decision in Owen v. De Beauvoir, 
to say that such a quit rent could not be equally barred with a quit 
rent in respect of freeholds, and the burden appeared to his lord- 
ship to lie upon those who asserted that the rent in question was not 
so barred. Their contention was based upon some language used by the 
Court of Exchequer in Grant v. Ellis (9 M. & W. 113), which decided 
that the statute did not apply to a conventional rent reserved on a demise. 
The passage so relied on had been commented upon by Lord Selborne, C., 
in the case of the Irish Land Commission v. Grant (33 W. R. 357, 10 App. 
Cas. 14), and he said there could be no doubt of the correctness of the 
decisions in James y. Salter and Owen vy. De Beauvoir. His lordship had 
then to consider to which of the two other classes of rents the rent in 
question was more analugous. Quit rent payable in respect of copyholds 
was perpetual, and was not limited for a period of time such as rent 
reserved on a lease for years, and it was a rent of inheritance. The origin 
of a quit rent in respect of freeholds and copyholds was exactly similar. 
Again, it was not a rent which, as between the person to whom it was 
due and the person by whom it was payable, could be made the subject 
of agreement like rent in a lease, and in that respect it was similar toa 
quit rent payable in respect of freehold land. Although the Statute of 
Quia Emptores, which prevented owners of freehold land from granting 
such land and reserving to themselves perpetual rents, did not apply to 
copyholds, and although the lord could, when a copyhold came back into 
his hands, grant it out again, he was bound to do so in the same way as 
it had been granted before. But there was one difference in respect of 
freehold and copyhold quit rent on which great reliance had been placed, 
and that was that the freehold in the case of copyholds remained in the 
lord just as in the case of a demise for years it reiained in the grantor. 
It seemed to his lordship that the lord of the manor had such an interest, 
even though it might not be an estate, in the quit rent as brought him 
within the words ‘‘ estate or interest’’ in section 3, which were applicable 
to the proceedings for such a rent, although they were altogether in- 
applicable to rent in respect of the reversion. He considered that the 
copyhold quit rent was more analogous in its nature and properties to a 
freehold quit rent than to rent reserved upon a demise, and therefore 
the point of law must be decided in the plaintiff's favour.—Covunset, 
Beale, Q.C., aud Jenkins; Hastings, Q.C., and A. Brown. Soxicrrors, 
Peacock & Goddard, for Rothera § Sons, Nottingham ; Walfords. 

[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Re THE AUSTRALASIAN MINING CO. (LIM.)—Kekewich, J., 21st April. 


Company—Cuanos or Name—CerriricaTe or RE3istraR—INVALIDITY OF 
SpectaL ResoitvTions—MOrIon TO RESTORE ORIGINAL NAME—JURISDICTION 
~—Compantes Act, 1862, s. 13. 


This was a motion by the above company that certain directions might 
be given with a view to rectifying a mistake which had been made in the 
registration of its name. The original name of the company was ‘‘ The 
Gympie Great Eastern Gold Mining Co. (Limited).”” Special resolutions 
of the company were, however, passed that the name should be changed 
into ‘The Australasian Gold Mining Co. (Limited),’’ and Kekewich, J., 
made two orders reciting these special resolutions and directing such 
change of name. The Registrar of Joint-stock Companies thereupon 
entered the new name on the register in the place of the former name, and 
issued a certificate in accordance with section 13 of the Companies Act, 
1862. It was subsequently discovered that the resolutions were invalid for 
want of sufficient notice, and the company accordingly served the Registrar 
of Joint-stock Companies with a notice of motion asking that he might be 
directed, notwithstanding his certificate, to restore to the register the 
original name in lieu of the new name, that the existing orders of the court 
might be discharged, and that such further or other order might be made 
as to the court might scem just. ‘The notice of motion was entitled 
‘(In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890,” and ‘In the 
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Matter of the Australasian Gold aieing, Oo Limited), otherwise or 
formerly called the Gympie Great Eastern Gold Co. (Limited).’’ 

Kexewicu, J., doubted whether he had jurisdiction to direct the 
registrar to restore the original name, he having issued his certificate, but 
he had jurisdiction to discharge his own orders. His lordship made an 
order, prefaced ‘‘ It appearing that’ (reciting the defects in the 
resolutions), discharging the previous urders and giving liberty to the 
company to apply to the Board of , as ti ight be advised, to 
vacate the existing registration and to restore the name.—CounsEL, 
Warmington, Q.C., and Augustine Birrell ; Ingle Joyee. Sorictrors, Markby, 
Stewart § Co. ; Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 

“3 ‘Reported by Arvotp Grover, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re THE FEDERAL BANK OF AUSTRALIA (LIM.)—C. A. No. 2, 
21st April. 


Company—Winpinc urp—Jvurispicrion—Forg1en Company HAVING Brancu 
Orriczs In EncLAND—Pegnpine Foreign Liqurpation—Compantes Act, 
1862, s. 199, sun-secrion (2)—Orper or THE 25TH or JuNE, 1892. 


Ap from the decision of Vaughan Williams, J., reported ante, p. 341. 
The above-named company was incorporated in 1881 as a company with 
liability limited by shares under the provisions of the Companies Statute, 
1864, of the Colony of Victoria, Australia, but not under the Companies 
Acts of this country. The registered office of the company was situate 
in Melbourne, Victoria, and it had a branch in London, ca the London 
Branch, the office of which was situate in the City of London. A volun- 

winding up had been commenced in Melbourne, and was continued 
under the supervision of the court in that colony. The court of the 
Colony of South Australia at Adelaide had on the petition of creditors in 
that colony made a compulsory winding-up order; but on appeal that 
order had been varied, and a voluntary winding up under supervision 
ordered instead. A petition entitled in the Companies Acts, 1862 
to 1890, was subsequently presented in this country by a creditor for 
the compulsory winding up of the company as an unregistered company 
under section 199 of the Companies Acts, 1862. A similar ition was 
afterwards presented by another creditor. Both petitions were heard 
together on the 11th of March by Vaughan Williams, J. It was then 
stated on behalf of all the petitioners that the petitioners were willing 
that the petitions should stand over on an undertaking that none of the 
assets of the company should be allowed to out of the country, and 
Re Matheson Brothers (Limited) (32 W. R. ofc, 27 Ch. D.. 225), where a 
similar order was made, was referred to. It was then stated on behalf of 
the company, who were respondents to the petitions, that the bank was a 
very large one, with large assets, and that a large majority of the share- 
holders were in favour of voluntary liquidation in Australia. The com- 
pany were willing, if the —_— should be allowed to stand over, to give 
the undertaking indicated by the petitioners. None of the ‘ies in the 
court below were therefore desirous that a compulsory win -up order 
should be made on the petitions. Vaughan Williams, J., in the exercise 
of his discretion, however, made an order for the compulsory winding up 
of the company, adding, however, a special direction that the liquidator 
should not act without the leave of the court and that his powers should 
be limited to the taking possession of and collecting the English assets of 
the company, as in Re Commercial Bank of South Australia (33 Ch. D. 174, 
35 W. R. Dig. 107). The company appealed. It was on behalf 
of the appellants that none of the 8s in the court below had asked 
the ju to make a compulsory winding-up order; nor, on the other 
hand, did they desire that the eg ay should be dismissed. All that 
any of the parties desired was that the petitions should stand over, the 
wing | giving the undertaking above indicated. The English assets 
would be got in by the English manager ge eaame by the Australian 
liquidator. A very large number of the English depositors were in favour 
of this course. 

Tur Covrr (Linpiey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lixpuey, L.J., said that the question raised by the appeal was whether 
the more expedient course as a matter of convenience was that the 
order of the judge below should be upheld or that an order such 
as that suggested by Mr. Buckley on behalf of the appellants should 
be made. It was very difficult for the Court of = to interfere 
with the order of the judge below in what was all a matter 
of discretion. His lordship had thought it desirable, as there was really 
no one opposing the appeal, to consult Vaughan Williams, J., and 
that learned judge was of opinion that the more convenient course, 
and the course generally desirable in the interests of English credi- 
tors and depositors in such foreign companies, was that a compulsory 
winding-up order should be made. The Justice said that he had at 
first thought that there might pe yy difficulty or 3 comes a —- 
sory winding-up order, in regard to the que of or fees o 
the liquidator. The learned judge Sele ed, heuoten, eal the atten- 
tion of the Lord Justice to an order of the 25th of June, 1892, under the 
Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890 (see Annual Sek ye ee Practice, at 
p. 278) which enacted that ‘‘ in cases where the head office of the company 
being wound up is situated out of England, and the 
partly in England and partly elsewhere, such reduction may be in 
the fees prescribed in the scale of fees annexed to the order of the 17th of 
December, 1891, as may on the application of the official receiver be sanc- 
tioned by the court.’’ The effect of that order was to give the court a 
wide discretion as to allowance or disallowance of the scale of remunera- 
tion in respect of poundage and fees ; and it seemed to meet the objection 





that had occurred to his lordship. Tho Const of Appel Seestem 
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Bowen and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counss., Buckley, Q.C., and Gros» 

venor Woods ; E. Ford. Soxtcrrons, Flegg § Son ; McDiarmid § Teather. 
(Reported by M. J. Buaxs, Barrister-at-Law. } 


NEW MORGAN GOLD MINING CO, Vaughan Williams, J:, 
ag 26th re? orp ’ 


Company — Wirypinc vup— Apvertisement—Perrrion ror Svurzgrviston 
Orpen. 


This was a petition for a compulsory order to wind up the above-named. 
company presented by a judgment creditor. The petition bad only been 
advert: as a petition for a com order, though the petition asked 
for a supervision order in the ive. The company appeared 
asked for a supervision order, to eae assented. A 
arose whether the supervision order 
tisement. 

Vaveuan Wiis, J., said that the petition must stand over to be 
readvertised as a petition for a supervision order. In the future he would. 
meh asian eupesntiien autent upon petitions which had only been adver- 
tised as petitions for com orders. Petitions for su 
must be advertised as .—Counse., Ashton Cross; Wilkinson. Sori 
tors, Woodcock, Ryland, § Parker ; W. Bohn. 

{Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxr, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
PROUD v. PRICE—22nd April. 
Facurtry—Prescription—Riant To A Pew—Presumprtion or Lacat Orntor. 
This was a special case stated by agreement of the parties in an action 
by which ne atntitt claimed a declaration that he was entitled te the 
exclusive use of three a ty in St. of 
Andrew's, Bishop A ’ 
churchwardens of the 
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Wu.s, J.—The present church was in 1845. 
only chapel was a room on the first floor of a building — 
The holders of pews in the chapel on the first floor obviously no 
in respect of the ground floor, which was 
chapel on the first floor came into existence as a ¢ 
not vonsecrated, but merely licensed by the Bishop for the 
Divine worship. Inthe same yeara grant of an augmen 
the chapel was made by the governors 
was thereupon, by virtue of 1 Geo. 1, st. 2, 
perpetual cure and benefice, and the ministers 
were made bodies politic and ¢ with a 
Under the circumstances set out in paragraph 18 of 
anne te he pean ee the 
have been executed on or about September 5, 1846. It clearly ought to be 
presumed. Now, of course, upon @ conveyance of land 
persons there are few rights of parr not 
certainly the right to occupy a for the 
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to her five nieces as tenants in common. In 1867 a faculty for the re- 
easy poe was obtained with the consent of the persons who 
held the pews which had been allotted in 1848, and on condition that 
such consent should not prejudice their rights as pew-owners. The 
faculty empowered the incumbent and churchwardens to re-allot the pews 
to the various persons according to the plan contained in appendix C , in 
which the No. 35 of the plan of 1848 appears as No. 77, and the persons to 
whom it is to be allotted are described as the representatives of Margaret 
—— The consent in question was signed by the then holder of pew 
No. 35. It seems to me age impossible in the face of this evidence to 
suppose that there could be then a faculty in existence by which pew No. 
31 of the chapel of 1848 was vested in Margaret Hodgson or her heirs as 
attached to house which she had occupied and owned. There could 
have been no right in 1848 acquired by the assignment then made by the 
committee. That did not even profess to have been in respect of any 
messuage. Margaret Hodgson’s will contains no intimation of any claim 
in respect of the messuage, and I can sce no circumstance whatever to 
raise any presumption in favour of a faculty at any time between’ 1848 
and 1861 granting her this pew, either as attached to her mansion-house 
or in any other way. Her then successors in title assented to an allot- 
ment of a pew to her by the ordinary, which is quite inconsistent with the 
notion of an existing right by virtue of a faculty. The allotment by the 
incumbent and churchwardens is, under the circumstances, nothing but 
an allotment by or on bebalf of the ordinary, revocable by him at any 
time. The case does not state whether the representatives of Margarct 
ny ge Pn is, I presume, the five nieces—made any use of the pew, 
but I will assume for the sake of argument that they did so. In 1873 the 
house and the No. 77, described as usually held by Margaret Hodgson 
with her -house, were sold to the plaintiff, who has been in ex- 
clusive enjo t of the pew ever since. No repairs have been done to 
the pew by Tectgunet Hodgson or by her successors in title. The evidence, 
therefore, in favour of a title by legal origin appears to consist entirely of 
occupation since 1867 by the owners of a particular house. Liability to 
is the essential condition of a faculty, and no repairs have been 
done. The absence of such evidence is fatal to the presumption of a 
faculty: 1 Burn’s Ecclesiastical Law, 361-2, and cases there cited; Fuller 
v. Lane, Walter v. Gunner (1 Hagg. Consist. 314), Churton v. Frewen 
(L. R. 2 Eq. 634). We were much pressed with authorities to shew 
that after twenty years’ enjoyment of a right every intendment should 
be made in its favour, and it was further urged that there was here 
twenty years’ Ege and that, therefore, the right could not be 
defeated merely by shewing that the enjoyment must have originated 
since the time of legal memory. Lord Penzance said in Crisp v. Martin (2 
P. D. 15, 27) that the Prescription Act does not apply to a claim to a 
pew, and I think, upon the language of the 2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 71, s. 1, that 
there is very good ground for that opinion. If so, prescription is, in the 
resent case, absolutely out of the question. There is, however, here a 
objection. It is (to use the language of Lord Penzance in the case 
) that the evidence does not go beyond occupancy, which, in the case 
a claim to a pew, is not sufficient evidence of prescription. There is, 
no doubt, some evidence that the incumbent and churchwardens supposed 
there was a proprietary right in the plaintiff's predecessor in title. But 
s come to nothing when one finds, from the same books 
which contain them, that they admitted similar rights from 1783 to 1848, 
when they could not possibly have existed, and that from 1848 to the 
preeent time they have furnished equally cogent admissions of the title of 
persons as to whom evidence of enjoyment would tend to establish rights 
unknown to the law. It is quite true that it is possible to establish a 
claim by lost grant or lost faculty, though the instrument, if ever it 
existed, must have come into existence within a few years. In Rogers v. 
rooks (1 T. R. 431 n.) a lost: faculty was presumed, though, if it existed, 
have been granted within forty years. In Campbell v. Wilson (3 
) a lost t was presumed, though twenty-six years before it 
possibly have existed (see also Gray v. Bond, 2 Br. & B. 667) ; 
events, where the question relates, not to the ideal grant lost in 
of antiquity, relied upon as the foundation of a prescription, but 
a real grant actually made but lost, the question whether there was 
_ is always one of fact. In each of the three cases cited it was 
jury ; and in Campbell v. Wilson Grose, J., said that he should 
ly have made the presumption himself. In The Duke of Norfolk v. 
thnot (5 C. P. D. 390, at p. 393) Bramwell, L.J., said: ‘‘I refuse to 
that there was a grant which has since been lost, for I am quite 
’ certain that it never existed”; and Brett, I. J., said: ‘‘The question 
whether a lost grant did exist is one of fact, which must be considered by 
the tribunal which has to try the action.’”’ There are abundant reasons in 
the present cage for the conclusion that there never was a faculty, and, in 
my opinion, there must be judgment for the defendants, with costs. 
Day, J.—I entirely concur. Judgment for the defendants.—Covnsex, 
. B. Kempe; F. L. Errington. So.icrrors, Pattison, Wigg, $ Co., for John 
Proud, Bishop Auckland ; Vincent & Vincent, for Booth, Durham. 
{Reported by T. R. C. Dirt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BARTON +. THE CAPEWELL CONTINENTAL PATENTS CO. (LIM.)— 
22nd April. 
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Pewauty—Liquipatep Damaces—Sare or Parenr—Payment or Prr- | 


CHASB-MONEY BY INSTAL MENTS—PAYMENT OF ONR INSTALMENT—DEFAULT 
1x Payment or Instauments—Forreiture or sum Parp. 


Argument of a point of law raised on the pleadings, as to whether a sum 
under a contract was to be regarded as a penalty, or as liquidated 

for the breach of the ———- By an agreement in writing, 

dated the 25th of June, 1891, and made between the defendants and the 
plaintiff, it was agreed that the defendants—who were the owners in 








| 


equity of certain patents for the manufacture of horse shoe nails—should 

sell, and the plaintiffs should purchase for the consideration therein 

mentioned, certain patent rights for the manufacture of horse shoe nails. 

By clause 2 of the agreement the consideration for the sale was to be the 

sum of £14,000 in cash, on account of which the sum of £1,400 had 

already been paid on the signing of the contract, and the balance of 
£12,600, was to nope in three equal instalments of £4,200 each, on the 

1st of March, Ist of June, and 1st of September, 1892—and time was to 

be deemed of the essence of the contract, and upon payment of the last 

instalment the purchase was to be completed. By clause 3 the two firet 
machines were to be furnished by the vendors (the defendants) at net cost 

price, one half when the machines were ordered and the other half when 

ready for shipment, and by clause 6 the cost of other machines after the 

two first was to be £600 each. Then clause 13 provided that the letters 

patent should be lodged in the names of the vendors for safe custody and 
with irrevocable power to hand over the same upon completion of the 

purchase to the purchaser. The instrument of ment should be made 
on completion of the purchase to the purchaser, and subject to the follow- 

ing conditions: that each and every nail at all times manufactured by 
machines embodying any of the inventions comprised in the said patents 

either in France or Belgium should have a distinctive mark put thereon by 
the machine, one distinctive mark for each of the said countries ; and the 

vendors should observe the like conditions as to nails made by them and 
insert the like conditions in all sales of or licences to use the patents for 

other countries. Nails made by the said machines were not to be exported 
from the said countries respectively other than to their own colonies, 

and the vendors undertook to make similar provisions with the 
ge g purchasers of any other of their Continental patents 

and not themselves to import any nails into France or Belgium 

respectively, &c. Then followed clause 14, which was the material 
clause in the present case: “‘ If default shall be made by the pur- 

chaser in making any of the said payments aforesaid at the time herein- 

before provided for A we thereof or in case of a breach of any of the 
conditions mentioned in clause 13 all payments thereto made shall be abso- 
lutely forfeited to the vendors as and by way of liquidated damages, aud 
any right acquired by the purchaser under these presents shall cease and 
be forfeited to the vendors anything hereinbefore contained to the contrary 
notwithstanding; and the manufacture of nails by machines embodying 
all or any of the inventions protected by the said patents shall be immedi- 
ately stopped. And the vendors shall, if they so elect, be entitled to take 
overand remove out of the country all the said machines from the factories 
or works wherein such manufacture has been carried on,’’ at a valuation 
or by arbitration in case of difference. The plaintiff, in pursuance of thie 
agreement, paid over the sum of £1,400 on the signing of the contract, 
and he also ordered two such first machines, which the defendants agreed 
to supply. The plaintiff duly paid £450 for these machines, but before 
the machines were supplied the defendants—the vendors—claimed the 
right to rescind the agreement for sale by reason of the instalments of the 
purchase-money not being paid on the days specified. The question now 
was whether the defendants were entitled—under clause 14 of the agreement 
—to treat the sum received by them as liquidated damages, or whether it 
was to be considered as a penalty. For the defendant it was contended 
that the words in the clause, ‘‘ that the sum so paid should be absolutely 
forfeited to the vendors as and by way of liquidated damages,’’ shewed 
that the payment made by the plaintiff to the defendants was liquidated 
damages and nota penalty. For the plaintiff it was contended that the 
sum paid was in the nature of a penalty and not liquidated damages. The 
following cases, amongst others, were referred to: Wallis v. Smith (31 W. 
R. 214, 21 Ch. D. 243), Hinton v. Sparks (16 W. R. 360, L. R. 3 C. P. 161), 
Howe v. Smith (32 W. R. 802, 27 Ch. D. 89). 

Held, that the sum paid by the plaintiff to the defendants was to be 
treated as a penalty and not as liquidated damages, notwithstandiug that 
the words “liquidated damages’’ were used in the clause.—CovnseL, 
Horace Kent ; M. Lush. Souscirons, Thomas Edwards ; Tucker, Lake, & Lyon. 


[Reported by Sir Suzrstow Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.! 


SHAW v. RECKITT—24th April. 


PARLIAMENTARY ELecTion—PetiTIoN—AMENDMENT—JUDGE NOT UPON THE 
Rora or Exection JupGes—OrDER EX PARTE—JURISDICTION—PARLIA- 
MENTARY Execrions Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vicr. c. 125), s. 25—Rvuuzs or 
1868—Corrvupt AND InteGaL Practices Prevention Act, 1883 (46 & 47 
Vict. c. 51), ss. 40, 56. 


This was an application to rescind an order made ex parte on the 29th 
of March by Grantham, J., in chambers, allowing the petitioner to amend 
his petition against the return of the respondent as member for the 
borough of Pontefract. The application was made upon the grounds that 
the learned judge, not being upon the rota of election judges, had no 
jurisdiction to make the order, and that such an order cannot be made ex 
parte. The Corrupt and Illegal Practices Prevention Act, 1883, provides, 
section 40, sub-section (1), that, ‘‘ where an election — questions the 
return or the election upon an allegation of an illegal practice, then, 
notwithstanding anything in the Parliamentary Elections Act, 1868, such 
petition ’’ may be presented at any time before the expiration of fourteen 
days after the return of the electicn expenses; and, sub-section (2), 
‘‘ any election petition presented within the time limited by the Parlia- 


| mentary Elections Act, 1868, may, for the purpose of questioning the 
| return or the election upon an allegation of an illegal practice, be 


amended with the leave of the High Court within the time within which 
a petition questioning the return upon the allegation of that illegal prac- 
tice can, under this section, be presented.’’ Section 56 provides (sub- 
section (1)) that, ‘‘ subject to any rules of court, any jurisdiction vested 





| by this Act in the High Court may, so far as it relates to indictments or. 
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other criminal proceedings, be exercised by any judge of the Queen’s 
Bench Division, and in other respects may either be exercised by one of 
the judges for the time being on the rota for the trial of election peti- 
tions sitting either in court or at chambers, or may be exercised by a 
master of the Supreme Court of Judicature in manner directed by and 
subject to an appeal to the said judges”’; and sub-section (2) provides 
for the making, revoking, and altering of rules ‘‘for the purposes of this 
Act and of the Parlamentary Elections Act, 1868, and the Acts amendiog 
the same.’’ No rules had been made under the Act of 1883. Section 25 
of the Parliamentary Elections Act, 1868, empowers certain judges to 
make rules for the execution of that Act and the regulation of the practice, 
&e., of election petitions. Rule 44 of the Parliamentary Election Petition 
Rules made pursuant to that Act provides that interlocutory matters 
‘*shall be heard and disposed of by one of the judges upon the rota if 
Fares and, if not, then by any judge at chambers.’’ It was argued on 
half of the respondent that the rules of court referred to in section 56 
of the Act of 1883 meant rules to be made under that section, and had 
no reference to the existing rules made under the Act of 1868; but that, 
if the rules under the earlier Act governed the present practice, it was 
practicable, and therefore necessary, for the petitioner to have made his 
application for amendment to one of the judges upon the rota; and it 
was also said that the universal practice was to make such applications 
upon notice to the other side, and not er parte. It was contended for the 
petitioner that the old rules applied, and that circumstances making it 
impracticable to apply to one of the election judges, any judge of the 
Queen’s Bench Division had jurisdiction to make the order, and without 
notice to the other side. 
Tue Court (Hawkins and Cavs, JJ.) reacinded the order of Grantham, J. 
Hawk1ys, J.—The application to amend this petition was made under 
section 40, sub-section (2), of the Corrupt and Ilegal Practices Prevention 
Act, 1883. The section which points out how the jurisdiction to allow an 
amendment is to be exercised is rection 56. Looking at that section I am 
of opinion that the jurisdiction to allow petitioners to amend their 
petitions by inserting new charges must be exercised by one of the judges 
upon the rota, or by a master in manner directed by, and subject to an 
appeal to, a judge on the rota. I do not think that the rules made under 
the Act of 1868 apply at all to the Act of 1883, and I am clear that the 
rules alluded to in section 56 are cnly such as may be made under that 
section by the Rule Committee. Grantham, J., therefore had no jurisdic- 
tion in this matter, not being one of the election judges. But that is not 
all. In any order of this kind I think there ought to be an exercise of 
discretion by the judge, and here there was none whatever. The other 
eide was not even represented before the judge ia chambers; the order 
was entirely ex parte. For these reasons I think it must be set aside. 
Cave, J.—I am of the same opinion. Section 40, sub-section (2), of the 
Act of 1883 confers a jurisdiction to amend which was not given at all by 
the Act of 1868; section 56 provides for the manner in which that new 
jurisdiction is to be exercised. To my mind it is clear that the rules of 
court mentioned in section 56 must mean such rules as may be made under 
sub-section (2) of that section—that is to say, by the Rule Committee. 
No such rules have been made by the Rule Committee, and therefore the 
jurisdiction given by section 56 is not subject to any roles at all. It 
follows that the jurisdiction to allow amendments of petitions can only 
be exercised by a judge upon the rota of election judges. I am inclined 
to agree with my brother Hawkins as to the a to exercise this juris- 
diction ex parte, but, even if the power existed, it would be monstrous to 
make such orders ex parte. The attention of Grantham, J., was never 
called to these questions. If his attention had been directed to section 40 
he would have eeen that it is contrary to the intention of the Act that such 
orders should be made ex parte. This result has been brought about by 
the petitioner’s carelessness, and [T can express no regret at it. Order of 
Grantham, J., rescinded.—Counsg., Pope, Q.C., and Day; Bigham, Q.C., 
and W. Graham. So.scrrors, Day, Russell, § Co. ; Chatterton. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law.} 








LAW SOCIETIES, 


Usrrep Law Soctgry.—The annual dinner of this society took place on 
Wednesday at the Criterion Restaurant, under the presidency of Mr. 
Justice Kennedy. After the toast of ‘‘The Queen” had been roposed 
and drunk, Mr. L. E. Pyke, Q.C., gave that of ‘“‘The Legal Profession.”’ 
Mr. Augustine Birrell responded on behalf of the bar, and Mr. ©. M. 
Barker for the eolicitors. The chairman, in proposing ‘‘ Success to the 
United Law Society,’’ said that such institutions were of the very greatest 
value in cultivating the powers of those who were about to make the 
legal profession their avocation. He looked forward to the time when the 
Inns of Court, the Incorporated Law Society, and other bodies would 
form for the purposes of debate a united law society. Mr. A. K. Common 
responded for the society. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


CALLS TO THE BAR, 
Lrxcoin’s-1nN—The undermentioned gentlemen were on Wednesday called 
to the degree of Barrister-at-Law :—Frank Russell, B.A., Oxford ; Gerald 
Philip Stevens, B.A., Cambridge; He: John Allen, Trinity College, 


Dublin; Charles Norton Wood, University of London; Thomas Anton 








Bertram, B.A., Oambri Fellow of Caius College; Arthur Dickson, 
LL.B., Cambridge ; Reginald Rendell, B.A., Cambridge; . 
Kamalanabha Rama Chandra, University of Madras; William 
Cozens-Hardy, B.A., Oxford; Douglas Emerson David Lewis ; amin | 
Lennard Cherry, LL.B., Cambridge ; Walter Digby Thurnam ; and 
Bertie Peter Cator, B.A., Oxford. 

Mipptz Temrie.—William Bowstead, Roman Law Studentship, 
of Legal Education, Constitutional Law and Legal History Prize 
of Legal Education, First-class Middle Temple Real and Personal 
Scholarship ; Edward H Carson, Q.C., M.P., of the Irish Bar, M.A. 
Dublin University ; Ernest as Lloyd, M.A., Ohrist Church, Oxford 
Samuel James; Cuthbert , B.A., Oxon ; Prentice, Second 
class Middle Temple Real and Personal 
Scholarship; Edmund Fearnley Tanner; 
Smith, B.A., Cam’ University; Hilton Dette’ 
Edwin Cote eee 4" haa ae se 
bridge; Alfred Woodroofe F' -, Victoria University, 

Owe College, Manchester ; Francis Home Colam ; Conrad Johnson Sim- 
mons; Florance Thomas Stephen Rippingall, J.P., late 6th Dragoon 
Guards; Robert Hill; Mahmoodul Hug; Aaron Ernest L; age 


ae Botha; Frederick George Storey; and Frederi 
ycroft. : 
Inner Tempie.-—Edward Frederic Marson, B.A., Cambridge; John 


Wentworth s Bond, B.A., Oxford; Arthur Adair Masey, Cam- 
bridge ; Hugh Latham, B.A., Cam ; Thomas Willans Nussey, B.A., 


Cambridge ; George Frederick Emery, Eye Cc 
Benn, wie Cambri ; Ferdinand P. M. Schiller, B.A., Oxford; John 
Henson Infield ; Ralph Bismarck Barsdorf, B.A., Oxford ; the Hon. John 
Waldegrave, LL.B., Cambridge ; Harold Ennis Gardner, B.A., Oxford ; 
William Harold Stowe Oulton, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; H. 
Mallet Palk, B.A., Cambridge; Richard 
Oxford ; James Anwyl Theobald, B.A., Oxford ; 
ley Peel, B.A., Oxford; Adam Spencer Hogg, B.A., Oxford; Frederick 
Herbert Kelby, Dublin; Charles Edward Mackintosh Russell ; and Cecil 
Potts. 

Gray’s-1nn.—Hira Lal Kumar, Bhadrakali, Bengal, and Alfred Freeman 
Gell, LL.B., London University. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 

Law Srupents’ Desatinc Soctery.—April 25.—Mr. Harcourt in the 
chair. Mr. Bell opened the debate, and moved: “That the case of 
Harrison v. The Duke of Rutland (1893, 1 Q. B. 142) was wrongly decided. 
Mr. F. T. Arnold opposed. There also spoke in the affirmative Messrs. 
Anderson, Clarke, aud Tebbutt; and in the negative Messrs. Bower- 
Davies, Hardy, and Risch Miller. Mr. Rell replied. The motion was lost. 

The annual dinner will be held on the 3rd of May. Mr Justice Kennedy 
will preside. Tickets can be obtained on application to Mr. Foden- 
Pattinson, 7, South-rquare, Gray’s-inn, W.C.; or Mr. Clarence Harcourt, 
24 and 26, Basinghall-street, E.C. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COMPANIES (WINDING-UP). 
Notice. 

By Order of the Lord Chancellor, dated April 26, 1893, the following 
action has been trausferred to the Hon. Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams, 
sitting as an additional judge in the Chancery Division :— 

Mr. Justice Sree. 
In the Matter of the Trusts of an Indenture, dated the 24th day of June, 

1892, made between the Automatic yg he (Limited) of the one 

rt, and Alfred James Blizard of the Between John 

William Bird (on behalf of himself and all others debenture -holders 
ar press plaintiff, and The Automatic 


of the Automatic P. Co. 
) and Alfred James Blizard, defendants. 1893 


Photograph Co. (Limi 
A 519 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Leonarp H. West (LL D. Lond.), solicitor, 6, Quality-court, 
Chancery-lane, W.C., and Brough, East Yorkshire, has been ited a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Dr. West was admitted in January, 1887, and 
is one of the tutors of the Incorporated Law Society, U.K. 

Mr. ALExAnprr Pants, solicitor (of the firm of Messrs. Paris, Smith, & 
Randall}, of Southampton, has been ted a Commissioner of Deeds 
for the State of New York m and for the town and county of the town of 
Southampton. 

Mr. P. W. Campnent, Writer to the 8 Edinburgh, has been ap- 
pointed Principal Clerk to the Second Division’ of the Court of Session, 
room of the late Mr. John Martin. 

Mr. Jonn Ricuarp Yarzs, solicitor, 15, Bedford-row, W.C., has béén 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Yates was admitted in Decem- 


ber, 1882. 

Mr. Tuomas Witson Danny, solicitor, 5, Devonshire-street, Gloucester- 
square, W., has been a a Commissioner for Oaths: Mr. Danby 
was admitted in June, 1 
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missioner for Oaths. Mr. Griffiths was admitted in October, 1886. 





444 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Mr. Henry Cuaries Arvnveit Day, solicitor, Bristol, has been ap- 
pointed s Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Day was admitted in July, 1886. 


Mr. Jonn Swrvrorp Faancis, solicitor, 173, Marylebone-road, W., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Francis was admitted in 
December, 1886. 

Mr. Cgc Foster, solicitor, 7, Queen-street-place, EK C., has been 
a ted.a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Foster was admitted in 

ovember, 1886. 


Mr. Cuartes Henry Fvuitsrr, solicitor, Rugby, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Fuller was admitted in January, 1887. 


Mr. Ausert Epwarp Francis, solicitor, Bournemouth, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Francis was admitted in August, 
1886, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 


Mr. Marti Garirritus, solicitor, Bristol, has been appointed a Com- 


Mr. Temrre Layton Hacve, solicitor, 7, Southampton-street, Blooms- 
bury-square, W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Hague was admitted in January, 1880. 


Mr. Artuur Epwarp Horrocks, solicitor, Liverpool, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Horrocks was admitted in January, 1886. 


Mr. Lzonarnp Joun Lasrey Hveues, solicitor, Kenilworth, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hughes was admitted in 
December, 1886. 


Mr. Wriuiuam Horsey, solicitor, 1, Guildhall-chambers, City, has been 
a ted a Oommissioner for Oaths. Mr. Horsley was admitted in 
Trinity, 1853. 


GENERAL. 


The Westminster Gazette of Thursday last says there is a fear expressed 
in legal circles that Sir Edward Clarke, who is obliged to lie on his back, 
owing to a strain caused by sculling, will be kept in a recumbent position 
for some days. 


Mr. Carson, Q.C., M.P., of the Irish bar, was on Wednesday called to 
the English bar by the benchers of the Middle Temple. Mr. Justice 
Wills, who presided at the call ceremony, in welcoming Mr. Carson to the 
profession in land, alluded to him as one of the most distinguished 
members of the hh bar, which was second to none for its learning, its 
courage, and its eloquence. 

We are requested to caution solicitors against some forged Bank of 
England notes of a somewhat new character, a few of which would appear 
to have been passed into circulation. They are, so far, of £10 only; they 
have been very cleverly executed by pen and ink; and the paper and 
water-marks are well imitated, although they do not present much 
difficulty to the expert. The ink used is fugitive, and a ready mode of 
detection is to pass a damp sponge or wet finger over the face of the note, 
when the ink becomes smeared. 

On Monday in the House of Commons Mr. F. Smith asked the Home 

whether he could give an assurance that there is now no idea of 
aboli the Marlborough- street Police-court ; and whether, taking 
into tion the report of the Departmental Committee on London 
Police-courts, he would consider the appointment of additional magis- 
trates. Mr. Asquith said: There is ‘certainly no intention of at present 
abolishing the Martborough-stext Police-court. I am in communication 
with the with regard to the appointment of additional magis- 
trates, as recommended by the committee, but no final decision has yet 
been come to. 


COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reoistzars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


AppgaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Cutty. Nogru. 
Mr. Clowes Mr. Carrington Mr. Farmer 
Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Clowes nD Farmer 
— — Rolt 
lowes Yarrington 
Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srra.ixe. Kexewicn. Rouen. 
Mr. Pemberton Mr. Beal Mr. Leach 
Ward Pugh Godfrey 
Spmbeston Beal Leach 
a Pugh Godf: 
Pemberton Beal Seah 
Ward Pugh Godfrey 


‘Waxy To trrzxnino House Porcnasens & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 





@ house have the Sanitary arrangements examined by an expert from The 
Engineering & Ventilation Co. M Office, Victoria-st., 
W (Estab. 1875), who also welattan the Ventilation of Cflices, bn that 
STAMMERERS of all gos euccosfully treated. while being cured thoroughly 
by a Universi 


ity Tutor.— Mr. B. Beasizy 
who cured himself), Brampton-park, Huntingdon, or i herwont? Willesden-lane, , 
Stammering : Its Treatment,”’ post-free, 13 stamps.—!Abvr. | ~ 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fnipay, April 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwirep 1x CHancery. 

Awnoio-Frexcu Ciun Co, Liurrep—Creditors are uired, on or before May 31, to send 
their names and , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W H Ingram, 
15, Cross st, Manchester. Shippey & Jordan, Manchester, solors for liquidator 

Ruos Luaxtwit Coat Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to send 
their names and esses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Rashleigh & 
Co, 63, Lincoln’s inn fields c 

Satrorp Brewery Co, Lunrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 17, directed to be 

eard at the Assize Courts, Strangeways, Manchester,on Monday, May 1. Sutton & 
Turnbull, 51, Fountain st, Manchester, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must 
reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 29 
Unsutimitep 1x CHancery. 

Borover Commerciat Axp Buripine Sociery—By an order made by Vauzhin Williams, 
J, dated April 11, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the society be con- 
tinued. Jacques & Co, Ely pl, agents for Armitage & Sykes, Huddersficld, solors for 


tner 
” FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Tunse. Tontixe Society, Tunnel Hotel, 5, Tunnel rd, Liverpool. April 18 


London Gazette-—Turspay, April 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep In CHANCERY. 

Necrar Cream Beverace Co, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before May 13, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
Gillespie, Cross House chmbrs, Westgate rd, Newcastle upon Tyne. Gascoigne, New- 
castle upon Tyne, solor for liquidator ; 

Raaica Co, Liarren—Creditors are required, on or before June 6, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to urice Cohn, Esq, 27, 
Th orton st. Davis, Broad st avenue, solor for liquidator 

Santa SALIA Det Carmen (Mexico) Coprer Co, Limrrep—Peta for winding up, pre- 
sen‘ed April 20, di to be heard on Wednesday, May 17. Lewin & Co, 32, South- 
ampton st, Strand. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamod not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of May 16 ; 

Vicrorta Cottreny Co, Liuutrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward 
Mounsey, 3, Lord st, Liverpool. Bateson & Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 

Woopnouse & Rawson Usirep, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented April 25, 
directed to be heard on May 17. Ward & Co, 85, Gracechurch st, solors for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of May 16 

Us timirep 1x CHAncrny. 

AvsrraLiAn Jot Stock Baxyx—Petn for winding up, presented April 21, directed to be 
heard on May 17. Powell & Burt, 28 and 29, St Swithin’s lane, solors for petners. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of May 16 

P FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

BuGprooke Ixpustrtat Provivent Sooty, Linirev, Bugbrooke, Northampton. April 15 

Duptry Co-vrerative InpusrriaAL Nai, Masvracrurina Society, Liurrev,-Dudley, 
Worcester. April 15 : 

Ircuex Assas Frienvty Society, Itchen Abbas, Southampton. April 21 

Seconp Onver or THe WakerigLtp First District or tax Graxp Usirep Onver oF 
OppreLiows Frienviy Society, Angel Inn, Wakefield, York. April 21 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, April 14. 
Avaus, Caves (sen), Daventry, Northampton, Grocer May 31 Burton & Willoughbys, 
pom. Geoncer, Ennismore gardens, Kensington, Esq May 16 Dow on & Co, 
Bedford row 
ames Apranam, Burslem, Staffs, Earthenware Manufacturer May 13 Julian, 
Brav.ey, Peter, Leamington, Basket Maker May8 Field & Sons, Leamington 
Brows, Rurtn, Cheetham hill, Lancs, Tobacconist June 14 Wragg, Manchester 
Cappe.., Hesry, Colchester, Clerk in Holy Orders May 16 Marshall & Potter, Colchester 
Cuapmas, Louisa Aanus, Leinster sq May 12 Morse & Simpson, Copthall bldgs 


Cuaries, Jouy Steruens, Lower Grosvenor place, Fishmonger May14 Turner & Co: 
King st, np mm 
Coorer, Freperic Joun, Charles st, Berkeley sq, Esq May 31 Holt, Argyll place 


Crawrorp, Hucu, Kingston upon Hull, Gent May 13 Colbeck & Thompson, Hull 
Cross, Rovert James, Cotham, Bristol, Engineer May 1 Meade-King & Bigg, Bristol 
Eyre, Frepenick Drover, Crosby villas, Twickenham May 20 Mann & Taylor, New 


Groome, ll Newton Detached, nr Manchester May 9 Farrington, Manchester 
Haicu, Hewey, Lancaster, Fruiterer June1 Johnson & Tilly, Lancaster 

Hargisox, Cuanves Perriy, Langton, Lincs, Farmer Juneé Tweed & Son, Horncastle 
Moseve, Fameses, Balham grove, Balham, Gent May 20 Peacock & Goddard, South sq, 


Hiexerr, eens, Chester,Gent May10 Barker & Rogerson, Chester 

Horr, Heizx Scorr, Southend, Essex May 15 Watney & Co, Lombard st 

Hovcn, Mantua, Doncaster May 12 Atkinson & Son, Doncaster 

Hepp.estox, Emma Ernevixpa, Exeter May 27 Bremridge & Luke, Exeter 

JonEs, powane, SETTER, 60 Chester, Licensed Victualler June 1 Pennington & 

Moors, bwin. Boughton Malherbe, Kent, Clerk in Holy Orders May 31 Maples & 
Co, Frederick’ s ee Jewry : , 

Masons, JANE Rotrer, Chesterton, Cambs May15 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 

McKee, Witu1am, Sheerness, Kent, Hotel Keeper May 12 Stallon, Sheerness 

Oxartmsa, Saeed, Sheffield, retired Auctioneer June 1 Alderson & Co, Sheffield and 

i 


Pater, an, Riveelidde rd, Highbury May 13 Cross, Albion rd, Stoke Newington 
Parker, Hexny Harrorp, Margate,Gent Junel Sankey, Margate 

Ror, Extex, Virginia Water, Berks and Surrey May 18 Morse & Co, Walbrook 
Sawyen, Joux, Southport, Labourer May 14 Mawdsley, Southport 

Scorr, Witt1am Hexny Liverpool, Gent May 27 Banks & Co, Liverpovl 
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Sparkes, Joun Barnes, Addison Mansions, Kensington, 
Mayi1 Fielder, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Seastiate, Cuarves Rosert, Scarborough, Tobacconist May6 Royle, Scarborough 
April 27 
Turina, Evizaseru, Hove, Sussex May 24 Walsh, Oxford 


Srocxwe.t, Eowarp Grorasz, Lever st, 8t Luke’s 
Tollervey, 3, Provost st, City rd 


Wessrenr, Janz, Roundhay, Barwick in Elmet, Yorks May 


Colonel Benga! Staff Corps | Ex.is, Evzanor Canovine Waensert, Redcliffe parade West, Bristol May 31 Cumber 


| Evans, ‘Axx, Worcester, Licensed Victualler May 16 Salmon, Worvester 
Fredk R Fenn & Chas | | Gmsow, Joux, York, Esq June2 Wilkinson, York 
| Gray, James, Boulge, Suffolk, Farmer May 26 Welton, Woodbridge 


J 24 Vickers & Co, Sheffield 
19 Nelson & Co, Leeds Hacvue, Ayn, Langsett rd, Sheffield May i 


’ r i » Lead Manufacturer May 20 Brown, King 
Weutsuax, Mania, Heigham, Norwich Preston & Son, Norwich Lamm, See, Sen ot Cape 7 Brows, 
May 31 Calvert & Son, Masham, R S§ O, | Lister, Asnauam, Leeds, Gent June 1 Crawford, Leds 


Wurretock, Ricuarp, Masham, Yorks, Gent 
and Ripon 


London Gazette.—Tusrspay, April 18. 
Besnns, Peeome, Gt Chapel st, Westminster, Clothier June 1 Norris & Norrix, Bed- 
ord row 


Baxter, Cuaries Frepericx, Finsbury sq, Accountant 
Court, Charin; 
paene, Thomas, 


Bow ine, cree Pembroke, Esq, Capt in 58th Regiment 
inn s« 


Browy, Eu tes Arruur, Brooklands, Sale, co, Chester, Salesman June3 Boote & Edgar, 


Manchester 


Burr, Aurrep, Calne, Wilts, Draper May 31 Nalder, Shepton Mallet 


Cuooxsoyx, Joux, Meldon Park, Northumbrid, Esq May 13 
upon Tyne 

Corrigr, Constantine Antuur Haut, Sprouston rd, Forest 
Surrey st 


Duixe, THOMAS, Hertford, Saddler May 9 Spence & Co, Hertford 


E.uior, JamEs, States, Kirkswald, Cumbrid, Farmer 
herd, Penrith 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Friway, April 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AsrLanp, Wituiam Joun, Ipswich, Draper's Assistant | 
Ipswich Pet April 15’ Ord April 15 

Best, Henry De Bros, Walsall. Baden’ Ironmonger | 
Walsall PetMar30 Ord April 12 

Bowie, Gzokcr Duncan, St George’s avenue, Tufnell Park, 
Chemist High Court Pet 29 Ord April 17 

Boyp, Damn, Kildare ter, Bayswater High Court Pet | 
Mar April 18 

Bugpatt, » Tuomas, 3 , Lines, Farmer Boston 
Pet April 19 Ord April 1 

Casie, Samvet, the younger, Burnham Market, Norfolk, 
Painter Norwich Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

a > Euma, Greenwich, — Chandler Greenwich 

Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Cvark, Joun Moin, Seymour at, Oxford st, Provision Agent’s 
Traveller High Court Pet Mar 25 Ord April 18 

CowaitL, Wit.L1AM Surrn, Skipton, Yorks, Builder Brad- 
ford Pet April5 Ord April 17 

Cu me, J A, late of Lymi . Hants, Hotel Proprietor | 

— Court Pet Mar April 17 
sae HARLES James, New moceuten, Gilling ham, co, 
meral Dealer Rochester Pet April 17 Ord April 17 

wna. 5 JOSEPH, a 2 Auctioneer Great 
Grimsby Pet April 17 April 17 

Exus, Freperick pal 17 Od ARwhistle, Northumbrid, 
Painter Carlisle Pet April17 Ord April 17 

FERNANDEZ, JOSEPH, jun, a ow Schoolmaster 
Greenwich Pet April 17 Le nd 

Frampton, Unian, Keinton, Mande le, } Butcher 
Yeovil Pet Aprili9 Ord April 19 

Gxrexn, Epuuxp, Westhoughton, Lancs, Plumber Bolton 
Pet April17 Ord April17 

Homes, Ropert, Norwich, Corn Merchant Norwich Pet 
April 19 Ora April 19 

Horsiey, Davip, Wicken, Sate, Brickmaker Cambridge | 
Pet April 17’ Ord April 1 

Horie, Tuomas, Wakefield, " hieh Sour Court Bailiff | 
Wakefield Pet April 19 Ord A: 

JonEs, yey & Co, Swansea, Coal Coal Proprietors Swansea _ 
Pet Ord April 19 


Ramee Prox As, Bransdale, Le Tailor Northaller- | 
ton bet 


April 1s Ord April 1 

Kixa, Euma Even, Westbourne, EN late Corn 
Merchant Poole Pet April 18 Ord sae 18 

Layton, Ex.ey, ——, Draper Birmingham 
April 15 Ord A 

Levsiion, Arruur E ee » cardiff, Butcher Cardiff Pet | 

ri 18 Ord April 18 
Mason, Hexen Evizaveru, Folkestone, Baker Canterbury | 


Pet April 17 Ord April 17 

Mitier, WittiAm, Bolton, Draper Bolton Pet April 15 
Ord April 15 

Murrny, Tuomas, Bristol, Provision Merchant Bristol 
Pet Aprili8 Ord April 18 

Panxuurst, Mary, Newcastle under Lyme, Fish D<aler | 
remy! . ey, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet April 19 Ord | 
April 19 

Po.arp, Joun Merca.rs, Ipswich, Solicitor Ipswich 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

Rice, E , Thementeld, Bray, Berks, Windsor Pet Mar 


18 Ord April 15 
Ro..ines, Ropert, ‘Leeds, Grocer’s Manager Leeds Pet 
Apiilis Ord April 18 


Skercu, Heyry Bo.r, Cwmbran, nr sion, Builders New- 
port, Mon Pet April 17 Ord A 
SLappEN, Cuaries, Kythorne, nr lg Coal Merchant 


Canterbury Pet mag 19 Ord April 19 

Sreruens, James, Bacton, Herefordshire, Miller Hereford 
Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Svewart, Georer, and James Martin Stewart, Wisbech, 
Cambs, Coach Builders King’s Lynn Pet April 15 
Ord A ril 1b 

Teaove, Wii11am, Callow End, Pourck, Wores, Beerhouse 
Keeper Worcester Pet April 17, Ord April 17 





Cross 

iles Platting, Manchester, Warehouseman May 25 Doyle, Man- 
chester 

Birp, Saran, Gt Cumberland place, Hyde Park May 12 Upton & Co, Austinfriars 


Loye, Wimiam Jog, Bes Banner st, St Luke’s, Cabinet Brass Manufacturer June 15 


Mason, Cuaruzs, Dedham, Essex, retired Farmer May13 Kersey, Ipswich 
Mircue.y, Exizasera, St Jude's, Bristol May 22 Lawrence & Williams, Bristol 
Morey, Rovert Henry, Albica rd, Stoke Newington, Gent May 17 Taylor, Old Jewry 


chmbrs 
| Mouxsoy, Mary Jaxe, Wrexham Junel Hughes, Wrexham 
| Mroo., Werssan, Michael’s in the Hamlet, Liverpool, Merchant June 1 Hill & Co, 


Sionwnte, Canouixs, Earlswood, Surrey May 18 Durant, Windsor 
| Szante, Exizazern, Edenbridge, Kent June1 Head & Sons, East Grinstead 
Suanre, Josern Mantis, Great Tower st May 20 Arber & Lewis, Old Jewry chmbre 
| Sprxinc, Witt1am, Dewsbury, Grocer June1 Hirst, Dewsbury 
Clayton & Gibson, Newcastle | si ee: Cuantes, New Sleaford, Lincs, Solicitor May 11 Jessop & Co, Sleaford 
Gate July 11 Burton & Co, | Srreacitay, Cuances Evay, Strand, Advertising Agent May 31 Kirk, Paternoster row 
Tontixsox, Avausrvs, Birthorpe, Sempringham, Lincs, Farmer May 11 Jessopp & Ov, 
Ka Fountain ct, Aldermanbury, Manufacturer’s Agent April 29 Butcher, 
Wood st, Cheapside 


May 31 Filadgates, Craig‘s 


May 31 Cree & Son, Gray’s 


May 23 Bleaymire & Shep- 








Lister, Witttam Barse pe LF bes a Fish Dealer 
April 28 at 3 Off Ree, 


loves, Sas Mary seme, | Mossley, Lanes t Tndertaker amie seal 


“nee April 28 at 


Pp Souteest, Baker 
18 Ord April 18 
| VincENT, Wiruian James, 
Grocer Wandsworth P 


East Stonehouse 


Clapham Park row, Surrey, 
wy ril18 Ord April 18 
Woollen Mi 


VEALe, 
| Bet A 


| Waite, Wun, Manchester, erchant Man- | Mason, + ait 

chester Pet Mar 24 Ord April 17 10 Off Rec, 
| Waugen, aust, feces, erchant Manchester Pet a ~ Wit wee 28 at 10.30 16, 
| Mar 30 Wood —, 


rd April 17 
Warp, Witten, roydon, Surrey, Stonemason Croydon 
Pet April17 Ord April 17 
Warson, Witiiam, Leeds, Newsagent Leeds Pet April 
| 48 Ord April 18 
| Jane, Lincoln, Coal Merchant Lincoln Pet 


18 Ord April 18 

Witwiams, Rosert, Swansea, Licensed Victualler Swan- 

sea Pet April6 Ord April 17 

Woon, Joun, Holmes Chapel, Cheshire, Licensed Victualler 
Macclestield Pet Aprilis Ord April 18 


Onions, ee ' Ww Ironmaster 
sy See ae neat 
fea Joun omg Ipswich, Solicitor wor et 29 at 


13, Tavern 
or see erste 
Rusurortu, ALLEN, West Painter April 28 at 3 
Off Rec, 25, John st, 
Gores, Pes Norton Canes, Staffs, Grocer May 3 at 


30 Off Rec, Walsall 
‘at 2 Annedeys 


Seammnis Revpey, Saceatat: Gate. 
stead, Dealer Decier April 23 at 2 


Office, Vi 
Skye, Miona’ Porth, Glam, Merchant May 1 at 12 
Off Ree, Merthyr T as 4 


| FIRST MEETINGS. 





er Bie — ge Tae ipewich Assistant Tyatil 
atll O » 36, ilor 
| BELL, . a of fea > § Merchant Tanne cease Plymouth, T: 2 #1 
a 8, 8 ‘ 

| Benga Dep Waal Bader Ironmonge |" Beatrapey age Cas 

vee Tavtor, James, Liverpool, ior hiny 1 ot 8 Off Rec, 
| Birkert, vie Liver; Confectioner 4 

1 at 2 Off Reo, $5, Victoria at, Liver 85, Vietori ay Td 


Ma: st, Liverpool 
_Boun Bocun New Swindon, *, awit Tobacconist May 1 


at12 Off Rec, 32, High 
er Wituiay, Calstone vA & Wills, Miller 
st, 8 


Cc a ~ wt ag th igston, “ago Builder 
SLARKE, Joun Henry uw ics, 
April 28 at 3 Utt Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 


Day, ae James, New brompton, ¢ Gillingham, Kent 
General Dealer May 4atil Off Rochester 


Tayor, beer and od Tay aren, ¥-—— Builders. 
May 1 at 12.30 Off Rec, 24, Rail approach, London 


Tvuayerk, Heyay Samvet, Bournemouth, late Lodging 
house ‘April #3 at 12.30 OS En, Sie 
Vost, Jouyx Suaw, and Frayrx —_ LANDS Fis . 
Cabinet Makers May 1 at 3 Off Reo, Townhall 


Warre, Wiisox, Manchester, Woollen Merchant April 23° 
| Easruore, Mary, Com nr Wolverhampton, Widow Ogden’ Brid ‘Manchest 
E —y 18 Of Bon a, eae April Wann, Wits, Northamptonshire,. 
| Evans, P » 
23 at 12 Off Rec, Merthyr Maker ‘April 29 at 12.45 County Court bidge, 
Feravusey, D, Richmond — park, Rolla 





Wurttock, « BSroxe, Manchester 


Clerk April 28 at 2.30 Benkveptey 
Coal Merchant May 4 at 13.30 


Witiiams, weno Hopkins To "is, Merdyr Tyaat 
Greengrocer Off Rec, 
a uth Bresaas 


May 1 at 11 bliss ¢ 
Fosrer, Atrrep, and Bamvet Fosrer, Newark rk upon Tren 
Grocers April 28 at 12 Off Rec, St Chureh Witxixsox, Jas 
Gas, Joun Heney Of 


walk, Ni 
vision Dealer April 28at 11 
Of Reo, 22, Park a ae veil 


G Ww mu, Co late F; A 2) at 12.15 
-_ a un ventry, . ‘armer April Wizans, s, Tuowas, 
comm, i ta Wood Westhoughton, L Lancs, Plumber April 28 Ree, 
Genres Caruusivn Hh q ving - urne, Herts, School Th zing sen tin es of April is: - 

— = yiats Of Tee, 0, Te Temple chambers, Ooaze, Queces, Guineshend, Lines, Farmer May 11 at 12 

ery Russewen, Betis, Sanitary = A eed May 1 High st, 
Off Rec, "3 _ ADJUDICATI 
— aasatil ) — 2 buil Carey 4 i es 
. st x , 

| maipe, Sonera Gun) Bene A cs Farm April 98 at AsPLaNp, ‘és ~¥- fom Pa Draper's Assistant 


15 
Bewuam, Ricuarv Keyyoy, Mitre Sasstien, Todd, Bank 


Friar lane, Leicester 
| Honea, Pave " Wicken,” Gast os, Brickmaker May 5 Court Pet Feb 25 


ff Rec, 5, Potty Cary, ye Brot 
Sout rt ‘Rowan Norwich, ectioner April ae a Mar y ond 
Off Reo, 8, King st, Norwich Boanp, Eooas, New Swindon, Wilts, Tobacconist Swin- 
we. ‘ony, cross, - tameeal April 28 at 12 Pet 11 Ord April 17 
JACKSON Bowano Sraniey, Didsb Lancs, Innkeeper —_ ey Oct is - 
April 23 at 11.30 County chmbre, barket place, Stok Burpa ple ~F : Lincs, Farmer Boston 


rt 
alvene, Tuomas, Bransdale, Yorks, Tailor May 1 at 
11.30 Court we Trafaloor 


Lev as Micna sq Theatre, St Mar- 
ne, Theatrical | Manager —— *-F, at 2.90 Bank 


ae John’s ot st, Geheewell, Clothier May 1 at 


x Y Butcher May 2 at 11 Dowie. —Ty 


Pet April 10 








Leysuox, Aaruve Henry, 
Off Rec Queen st, 


. wre Dewsbury 








ther Bossens, Best jesey, Sarey, late Stockbroker 
ray - Ord April 15 





rd A 
Bowes 4 yom, Liverpool, Draper Liverpool Pet Mar 


Epwarps, on, p ene, Lines, ' cocmeerl Great 
Pet April 15 Ord April 1 

HARLES, Haltwhistle, eepnaiets, 

Pet April 17 Ord April 1 

Faawrtox, Untan, Keinton deville, tiomerset, Butcher 
eovil Pet April1s8 Ord April 19 

Fraxxtaxp, Ropert, Beccles, Suffolk, Saddler Great 
Yarmouth Pet April 6 Ord April 19 

Garenovse, Cuartes Henny Epercompx Winprart, 
Balham Surbiton, pow AB a Stable Keeper 


ay wo Pet April 1 Ord 
Gnreey, uxp, Westh a a an Plumber Bolton 
Pet April 17 pril7 


ostrop, nr Leeds, el Manu- 
et March 1 11 Ord April 1 
Harz, Jon» RK, Bristol, Indiarubber "Mere hant 
Bristol Pet April 15 A 18 
Hargarisox, Wituam, Wingate, co Duchom, Contractor 
d Pet April i4 Ord April 18 
Hayes, Jonx Henny, Queen Victoria st, Accountant 
High Court Pet Feb 24 Ord April 15 
ae me ty Leeds, rer 
15 


Evuis, Frepenick 
Painter 


Gaiusuaw, opaes, 


Leeds Pet 


a aie Od A — Corn Merchant Norwich Pet 


ae Davin, oo Cambs, Brickmaker Cambridge 
Pet April 17 April 17 
Hons, sae Wakefield, late Cosety Court Bailiff 


~ 
Hi 8 Bet Aged 19 Ord ae 
mg ARAH General Fancy Goods 
” Preston’ Pet March'30 Ord April 17° 
Kewnepy, Tuomas, Bransdale, rae, Tai Northaller- 


Pet April 18 Ord April 1 
Leysnon a Henry, ardiff, Butcher Cardiff Pet 
A April 18 


me. 8, Witiiam Avexanper, Balfour ter, Leyton- 
* lated High Court Pet April 11 Ord 


pril 15 
Masse, eaeet, Bolton, Draper Bolton Pet April 15 


Masow, Haven Exvizaneru, Folkestone, Baker Canterbury 
Pet April 17 Ord April 17 

Murray, Tuomas, B 1, Provision Merchant Bristol 
Pet Aprilis Ord April 18 


Nicuowt.s, yoeam mY ert, Charing Cross, Architect 
Pet Feb 24 Ord April 17 
Packer, p ~ Arrnvur, Cheapside, Manufacturer’s 
Court Pet 24 Ord April 15 
any, Newcastle under ow Fish Dealer 


Panxuvrst, 
et April 19 Ord 


ees SE, cael Teneten 


Rippzi1, Rosert N, Ostende, Belgium, Gent High Court 
ov 29 Ord April 15 
Ro.utxes, Rovert, Grocer’s Manager Leeds Pet 


, 8 Ord ‘April 18 
Ryugr, Janes Portevs, Willington, co Durham, Stationer 
Durham Pet Mar 22 Ord April 18 
Walsall 


Saver, Epwarp, Norton Ca 
Pet April 10 Ord April 18 

SLAvpeN, CHARLES, coin nr yr ys — Merchant 

Pet April Ly ” Ord April 19 

e st, > ew 8s, Tailor High 

Ord April 

Sreruens, James, Bacton, Hertordshire, Miller Hereford 
Pet April 19 — April 19 

“-_ ~ oy ge Hy oo 

ders ing’s n et April 14 
Ord A — 4 


TAayYLor, Pet April 
Teaove, Witiam, Callow End, Pourck, Worcs, pneu 
Worcester Pet April 17 Ord Ap ril 1 
Veaz, menus, Deveupe . Baker East Stonchouse Pet 
18 Ord Apri 
beter WI1s0y, Seecheter, ee Merchant Man- 
Pet Mar 24 Ord April 18 

. wane Ww ua Bishop Auckland, Tailor Durham Pet 
A April 18 

Waite, Hewnry, Manchester, Merchant Manchester Pet 
Mar 30 Ord April 18 

Warp, bm Croydon, caomey, Stonemason Croydon 
a OT at Nes 

Wa Toes Newsagent Leeds [let April 14 

WwW: me, m,JaNt 1 jou, Coal Merchant Lincoln Pet 
A 


Wouvp, em: Holmes Chape 1, Cheshire, Licensed Victuall 
Macclestiold Pet Aprl13 Ord Aprilis 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Foxwe..i, Cnartes Epuunp, Wells, Somersetshire, Boot 
Dealer Wells Adjud July 2, 1802 Annul March 21 


nes, Staffs, Grocer 
Srervens, WILLIAM, 
Court Pet 


Srewant, Grorce, and 
bs, Coachbuild 


n paperpedt, Tailor Liverpool 


London Gazette—Tursvay, April 25. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Assort, Joseru, Newton Abbe, stone, Ironmonger 
Exeter Pet April 21 Ord April 2 
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I Daw sox, THOMAS, i ‘Satins Smith Halifax: Pet 
April 21 Ord A’ 

Devt, Witiiam wabng Watford, Herts, Grocer Bt 
Albans Pet Ew 21 Ord April 21 

Dows, Josern, Westminster Bridge rd, Publican High 
Court Pet Feb 25 Ord April 21 

Forp, Davin, Oldham, Book keeper Oldham Pet April 
22 Ord April 22 

Gippox, Georce Dopps, Bishop fntienl, Plumber Dur- 
ham Pet April 22 Ord A 

Govan, Jouy, Osborne Nurseries, | Florist King- 
ston. Surrey Pet — 20 Ord April 20 

Greic, Lavuniz, Abbey rd, St Tohn's Wood, sient 
Agent High Court Pet Mar29 Ord April 18 

Grirrirus, Jouy, het ren omy nr Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Gatrritus, Tuomas Breen, Liverpool, late Lint Manufac- 
turer Liverpool Pet April18 Ord April 18 

Harwayx, Avsert, Kidderminster, Licensed Victualler 
Kidderminster Pet April19 Ord April 19 

_. James, Mark lane, Merchant High Court Pet Mar 

Ord April 21 

Bt. Joux, and ALexanper Sreruens, Aldgate, Cof- 
fee Dealers High Court Pet April 20 Ord il 21 

Jones, Perer son ELL, ay, Fruit Salesman ngor 
Pet April Ord April 21 

Larpxer, Jouy Josern, Pleasant grove, York rd, King’s 
Cross, The Northern — Melting Co High Court 
Pet Z rilé Ord April 2 

Leacu, ~ Ty Oldham, ‘Tailor Oldham Pet Mar 21 

pril 20 

Leman, Henny, Lowestoft, retired Bank Manager Great 
Yarmouth ' Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Levy, WrtuiaM, Swansea, Picture Frame Manufacturer 
Swansea Pet April 21 S.. April 21 

Livroot, Hannan, ester, Confectioner Manchester 
Pet April 21 a | a ril 21 

Mackeyziz, G W, eldham, Essex, Clerk in Holy 
Orders ( Sschester Pet April12 Ord April 22 

Mar.ow, H, Montpelier rd, Kentish Town High Court 
Pet Mar 24 Ord April ig 

Manrtiy, Harnett, Worcester, Widow Worcester Pet 
April 22 Ord April 22 

Martin, James, Falmouth, Baker Truro Pet April 22 
Ord April 22 

Moornovse, Joun Witiiam Mivciey, Thwaites, nr 
Keighley. ae Noil Dealer Bradford Pet April 20 
Ord April 2 

Morr, Sarnee, St cova, Coiawall, Gent Truro Pet 
April 8 Ord April 2% 

Mowunrars, Bensamin, Castleford, Yorke, late Wire Manu- 
facturer’s Manager Wakefield Pet April 20 Ord 
April 20 

Ormerop, CaarLes WiL11AM, King’s Heath, eens, Grocer 
Birmingham Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Osporye, ALyrep Joun, and ALBERT enn, Victoria st, 

igh Court Pet Mar 2 Ord April 2 

Parsons, Joun, Hinckley, Leics, Shoe Finisher Leicester 
Pet et April 17 Ord April 17 

Put.tirs, Joseru, Bethesda, Carnarvonshire, Labourer 
Bangor Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Purye.t, Euity, Arlington Bibury, Glos, Baker Swindon 
Pet April 5 Ord April 19 

ticnarps, James, Withington, nr Manchester, penis 
Clerk Stoc' kport Pet April 21 Ord April 2 

Rocers, J, & Co, st, Walworth, Metical Box 
Turners High Court Pet "Maré Ord "April 2 

Rosr, Bexsauiy, Trowbridge, Wilts, Carpenter Bath Pet 

April 22 Ord April 22 
Sinc.ieton, Ricnarp, soeeeien,, Teste, Cake Merchant 


York Pet April 21 “5 
Corn ker Bristol Pet April 


Stronc, Ropert, — 
21 Ord April 21 

Trugmax, CLiement Rosert, r~yoes Photographer 
Shrewsbury Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Wecn, Josern, and Wituiam Joun Wasc u, Bodmin, 
Grocers Truro 7 ril 22 Ord April 22 

Wurrrseap, Eowarp, Cambridge, Fishmonger Cambridge 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Wixpsor, James Suitn, Birkdale, Lancs, Launderer’s 
Agent Liv 1 Pet ‘> 22 Ord — 22 

Woop, Daxiet, i ~y~ ym byshire, Farmer Derby 
Pet April 2i Ord April 21 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Anprews, Janes, Birmingham, Brass Caster 
23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Batpwis, Tuomas, Hollywood, nr Birmingham, Farmer 
May 4 atil 23, gwd row, Birmingham 

BALLs, = Twyford Licensed Victualler May 4 
at 2 Twyford Hall, cone Berks 

BeyJamix, Moss. Lower Thames . Fish Merchant May 4 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Bowie, Georce Duncay, St_George’s “vides” Tufnell pk, 
Chemist May 5 at 12 ee = dgs, Carey st 

Boyp, Dayiet, Kildare ter, Bayswa’ May 5atil Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Burpau., Jous Tuomas, Algarkirk, Lincs, eaten May 
11 at 12.30 Off Rec, 48, 4 tk. st, Bosto: 


May 3 at 11 





Bert, Wituiam, ick, York:, eins Northallerton 
Pet April 19 Ord April 19 
Bueaxwew1, Ricuarp Vixcent, and Fanny Breaxwet, 
Cleobury Mortimer, Salop, Coach Builders Kidder- / 
minster Pet April 18 Cs April 18 
Brows, Cuarves, rr Herts, Publican 
Pet April 20 Ord Aqeil 
yee Glam Coal Merchant Swansea 
Cc Cita Sr Seite 
AREY, RLES Srvart, Stationer Bradford 
3 Pet 19 ; > 
AKTER, ARLES wry, Newtown, Henley on Tham 
Reading Pet April 19 "Ord April 19 = 
Cox. Grorcz, South st, Isleworth, Pork Batcher Brent- 


Catiax, Davin, 
Pet April 21 


CasBLe, Samvurt, the y meaitene Tieotect, Norfolk, 
Painter May 5 at3 ff Reo, 8, King st, Norwich 
CLARK, Jouy om, Seymour st, Oxford st, Provision 

r—_* Traveller y 4 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
f) 
Carey, Cuartes Stuart, Bradford, Stationer Bradford 


May 3at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Cooke, Grorce Harry, Warwick, Boot Manufacturer 
May 2at11 Off Ree, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Cowaii.,, WILLIAM Surru, Skipton, Yorks, Builder May 38 
atil Off Rec, 31, or row, Bi ‘ord 

Cumina, J A, late of L; on, ae Proprietor 


May 2 at1 

Dawson 7 apt l Bemee, Machine aaa May 3 at il 
Off Ree, Townhall chambre, Halifax 

Ex1is, Fraepericx CHares, vo oe he een, 
Painter May 8at12 12, Lonsdale st, Ca 





Oaxy, Wi1114m, Tilney All Sain 
smith King’s L 18 Ord April 18 


ford ‘Pet April 20 Ord A: hee 
orfolk, ret: - 
Lynn Pet A retired Black 





Firzraraick, Joux, Widnes, Grocer May 8at2 * oft Rec, 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


iienene U aa Keinton Mandeville, Somerset, Butcher 
Off Rec, Salisbury 


May 3 at 

FRANKLAND, ae Beccles. Suffolk, Saddler May 5 at 
3.15 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Garrnouse, Caartes Henry Eposcomse Winveatt, 
Kingston, Surrey, Livery Stable Keeper May 2 at 12.30 
24, Railway a) wae. London Bridge 

Greeny, Atrrep Pinckney, St Leonards on Sea, Licensed 
Yistealier Mays at 12.30 Young & Son, Bank bidgs, 

tin, 

Hate, Jes Hersert, Bristol, India Rubber Merchant 

} A at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chambrs, Corn street, 
ristol 

Harry, Bernarp Henry, eo rd, Pl pen 5 m, late Pro- 
vision Dealer May 3 at1 ldgs, Carey st 

Harvine, Exisua, Worcester, hase | = Keeper May 
6 at 10.30 Off Rec, 45, st, Worcester 

Hosss, Josern Jony, Gipsy — U i. wes Oilman 
May 2 at 2.30 Bankrup 

3° Rosert, Norwich, Leche May 5 at 4 
Off Ree, 8, King st. Norwich 

Howe .1s, route ea Glam, Draper May2at12 Off 

yr_iy' 

Hoye, Tnomas, Wakefield, late County Court Bailiff May 
2at11 Off Rec, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Houmpnneys, Wituam Harpinee, eh mt rly inn, we 
Solicitor May 2 at 12 Bankrupte yb , Carey st 

Huyter, Wituiam Leytanp, Raymond Mt Gray’ s inn, 
— Merchant May 2 at 11 Ban ruptey bidgs, 


Carey st 
Kuicuuey, Jouy, Ikley, Yorks, Fish Salesman May 3 at 
ll Of Rec, 22, Park row, 

LoveLu om. ha and WituiaM James Loveiuck, Aber- 
avon, @ Ship O — May 5 at 2.30 Off Rec, 31, 
oe 

Mircue.., Tuomas, Woolley Cater, 5 or Barnsley, 2 
peer May 3 at 11.15 Off Rec, 3, Back Regent 

rnsley 

Mooruovse, Joun WittraM Mivatey, Thwaites, nr Keigh- 


» Yorks, Noil Dealer May § at ll Of Ree, 31, 
Caare row, ‘ord 
Muepny, Tuomas, Bristol, Provision Merchant May 3 at 12 
Off Ree, Bank chambers, Corn st, Bristol 


Parsons, comm Hinckley, Leics, Shoe Finisher May 2 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 34, riar lane, Leicester 
GeorGer, Stidcott, Tytherington, Glos, 


Perry, Bat. 
F Off Rec, Bank chambers, Corn 


‘armer May 3at 1 
st, Bristol 

Rosenrraon, Cuarves, Liverpool, Builder May5at3 Off 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Scoon, Witt1aM, Tweedmouth, Northumbrid, Cattle Sales- 
man May4at10.30 Off Ree, Pink lane, Newcastle on 
T. 

Scor ig and Tuomas Groner Srinznar, Liverpool, 
ag ne Merchants May%at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria 
st. ve’ 

SELIG, Epwiy, ap eyenme May 4 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy buildings, Carey st 

ers L, Cuaries, and James Tuomas Akxenmay, Errol 

st, St Luke’s, Stick >" ataeas May 5 at 12 "Bank- 
ruptcy buildings, 

Sinoveton, Ricwarp, Pookling m, Yorks, Cake Merchant 
May 4 at 12 Off Rec, 28,,8tone gate, York 

Siappen, Cuanries, E home, nr ver, Coal Merchant 
May izat10 Off » ‘Castle st, Canterbury 

Srerrans, WILLIAM, ‘Duke st, St James's, Tailor May 3 at 
11 Bankruptcy b st 

Tay.or, Tuomas, el Castle, co Durham, Car; wo 
hates 9 May 10 at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Mid 

ro 

Teacue, Witxiam, Callow End, Powick, Worcs, Beerhouse 
Keeper May 3 at 10.30 Off Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, 

orcester 

Trueman, Crement Rosert, Shrewsbury, Photographer 
May 12 at 2.30 Off Rec, Shrewsbury 

Turyer, Beckwitn Tuomas, Middlesborough, Grocer May 
10at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Veatz, Taomas, beat. Baker May 3 at 11 10, 
Athenseum trree, Plymouth 

Waxes, Witi1amM, Bishop SS Anektend, Tailor May 2 at 10 
Three Tuns Hotel, Di 


Ww a Henny, Manchester, ne ae May 2at3 Og- 
den’s chmbrs, Bridge ~~ 

WALKER, WAtrer, Lorne grdns, at's Park, Inventor 
May 4at 12 Lyman oe be erpldgs, arey st 

bee ame Baye sy idge, Fishmonger May 5 at 
12. 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Yeuxo, Bans. ag tn Henny Bzenyerr Winvcox, late 
of Bristol, Mineral Water Manufacturers May 3 at 
11.30 Of Rec, Bank chmbers, Corn st, Bristol 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Axssort, Josern, Newton Abbot, Devon, Ironmonger 
Exeter Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

se WILu1AMN, ick, Yorks, Farmer Northallerton 

et April19 Ord April 19 

bite 1x, Georce Duncan, St George’s avenue, p< Park, 
Chemist High Court Pet 29 Ord A 

Breaxwe.t, Ricuarp Vincent, and Fayyy a 
Cleobury Mortimer, Salup, Coach Builders Kidder- 
minster Pet April18 Ord April 18 

Brown, Cuarves, Frogmore » Kingswalden, Herts, Publican 
Luton Pet April20 Ord April 20 

Catian, Daviv, Mumbles, oe Coal Merchant Swansea 
Pet "April 21 Ord April 

Carey, Cuargtes Srvarrt, Bradford, Stationer Bradford 
Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Carrer, Cuartes Heyny, Newtown, Henley on * ane 
Earmer Reading Pet April 19 Ord April 22 

Cawrtnorne, Joun Groner, Melton eal Glass Dealer 

icester Pet Feb 28 he ge 

CrLark, Joun Morr, 8e ur st, Oxford st, Provision 

Agent’s Traveller High Court Pet Mar 25 Ord April 


Dany, Wir.1aM, en All Saints, Norfolk, Retired 
Blacksmith Ki aynn Pet April 18 Ord April 18 

Dawson, Tuomas, ifax. Machine Smith Halifax Tet 
April 21. Ord April 21 
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Ex.is, Cnaruzs Craven, Cution, ead Grocer Ports- 
mouth Mari8 Ord A pril 
Fervanpez, Josern (jun), len, Rant, Schoolmaster 


Greenwich Pet Apel 7 W b April 2 1 
Forp, a Dave, a Keeper Oldham Pet April 
A 
Ganges, gone Chel! Dealer in Horses Chelten- 


tenham, 
et Mar 17 Ord April 22 
eam oe Osborne Nurseries, Sunbury, Florist King- 
ston, Surrey Pet A; 20 Ord April 20 
, Grocer Cardiff 


Gaurritus, Joux, Whitchurch, nr Ca: 
April 21 Ord April 21 

Harmay, Atsert, Kidderminster, Licensed Victualler 
Kidderminster Pet April 19 Ord A: April 19 

Hors, Witt1aM Davis, Manchester, Iron Merchant Man- 
chester _— Ord April 20 

per Thames st, Merchant High Court 

April 19 


Horse, Artuvur, U 
Pet Feb14 0 


Huwrer, Wusiam Leyiayp, Raymond’s bi Gray’s 
inn, Commission Merchant High Court Pet April 8 
Ord April 19 

Jounsox, Joun, and ALexanper Srernens ion, 
Coffee ers High Court Pet April 20 


April 21 
Jouystone, A D, Princes st, Westminster, Engineer High 
Court ‘Pet Jan13 Ord April 19 
Lang, Joun Henry, Guildford, yey "wee Victualler 
Guildford Pet'Feb9 Ord April 2 
Leman, Henry, Lowestoft, retired Bank Manager Great 
Yarmouth Pet April 21 Ord April 22 
Levy, Witiiam, Swansea, Picture Frame Manufacturer 
Swansea Pet April 21 Ord April 21 
Livroot, Hannan, chester, 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 


or 








. Harnett, Worcester, Widow Worcester Pet 
il 22 


April22 Ord A 
McPaam, Harry Leonarp. Leaipent, Builder Ports- 


Mar29 Ord A 


Joux Wuaiam ~ 08 Thwaites, near 
Noil Dealer Bradford Pet April 


20 
Movuwrary, Bexsamry, Castleford, Yorks, late Wire Manu- 
facturer’s Manager 


Wakefield Pet April 19 Ord | 


Nioutincae, Georce, The Gard Peckham Rye, 
tising Agent ~g Pet Feb 27 Ord ey > 
Parsons, Jony, 


i , Shoe Finisher Leicester 
Pet April 17 Ord A “at 17 
Puiturs, Josern, Carnarvonshir>, Labourer 
Pet April 21 Ord Apr] 21 
Ricwarps, — ithington, nr Manchester, Mercantile | 
e tockport Pet eg 21 Ord April 21 
Ross, Bessans, Trowbridge, Wilts, Carpenter Bath Pet 


22 Ord April 22 
Rovurus, Jasez, and Josern Rovrs, cate, Boot Dealers | 
Cardiff Pet April 15 Ord April 22 
Sawpay —— rd Apel _— gdns West High Court | 


BELI6, nal Ore avenue High Court Pet Mar 
13 Ord April 19 


a .£TON, RicHarp, ‘wipe Lee Cake Merchant | 


ork Pet April2i Ord as 
Trvemay, Crement Rosert, Rrewsbary, Photographer 
Shrewsbury Pet April 22 Ord April 2 
Vinceyt, Wutsam James, Clapham ies, os. 
Grocer Wandsworth Pet April 18 Ord April 22 


Wewou, Josern, and Wituam Joux Wettu, Bodmin, | 


Grocers Truro Pet April 21 Ord April 22 


Wuairede. ey Catton, Fishmonger Cambridge 

Wircusit, Jensen 5 Baowy. Kingwood, Gos , Boot Manu- - 
facturer Pet Feb Ord April 20 

Wome Apel at Hoda ge, Derby Farmer — 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


4.—Messrs. C cx, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o'clock, 
"Frehold Ground-Rents (see advertisement, this week, 





48). 
Ma ten 2.8 . Foster & Cranrtecpv, at the Mart, 
EC. at 2 o'clock, Life Policies, Shares, 
‘Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, this week, 
4). 

My 5.—Messrs. Baxer & Sons, at the Mart, E.C. 
o'clock, Freehold Estate, Ground-Rents, and 
Plots; also Leasehold 
| tisement, this week, p. 418). 


| All letters intended for publication in the 
| “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

| Where dificulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publis'er. 


(see adver- 














Haymarket, 8.W. 


A UTUEBEREABNPHAST. 


60, HAYMARKET, LONDON, S8.W. 


Hand Sewn Boots and Shoes of the highest class for Ladies and 
Gentlemen always ready. Riding and Military Boots of all kinds. 





WAU KENP HAST, Itc, 
8, King William Street, London Bridge, E.C. 463, Oxford _— Ww. 








DEPTFORD. 
Freehold Ground-rent of £108 15s., arising out of exten- 
sive wharf premises. 

N EGARS. ELLIS & SON are directed b 

e Trustees of Mr. and Mrs. Shepheard to SEL 
by AUCTION at the MART, on FRIDAY, MAY 26th at 
TWO, precisely, valuable FREEHOLD WHARF PRE- 
MISES, situate in Copperas-lane, Deptford, occupying a 
ground area of about 38,000 sq. ft , with a water frontage 
on Deptford Creek of about 122ft , let, on lease, to Lawes’ 


Chemical Manure Company, Limi , for a term of 65 years 
from Christmas, 1846, at a ground-rent of £108 158. per 
annum. 

Printed 


} pentane, with plan and conditions of sale, 
may be had of Messrs. Camp & Ellis, Solicitors, Watford ; 
at the Mart; and of Messrs. Ellis & So 
Surveyors, 45, Fenchurch-street, E. C. 


nm, Auctioneers and 


ISLIN GTON. 
Extensive Freehold Manufacturing Premises, opposite the 
icultural Hall. With Possession 
. ELLIS & SON are directed by 
pk the Excoutors of the late T. Rowland Hill, Esq., to 
SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, on FRIDAY MAY 
Oe ge = y, the FREEHOLD MANUFAC- 
ES, known as Charlton Works (recently 
in x -y pie my of Messrs. Bryceson Bros., Organ 
Builders), situate in Chariton-place, i Df pper-street, Isliog- 
ton-green, a very desirable ition near the Agricultural 
Hall, and forming very suitable premises for a pantechnicon 
carrier's depot, electric lighting a, cabinetmaker, 
or Ider, or could easily be copvertell 
into stabling suitable for a jobmaster. ey occupy a 
ground area of about 10,000 , Seas feet, and consist of a 
lofty ground floor, covered oe a glazed and slated Toof, 
with spacious oiein ro fi 
engineer's shop with forge, machine room and b ——~ 
fhops, em ge and boiler house, fitted with 35-horse power 
engine and two boilers, counting-house and 
ies, a and a commodious foreman’s residence. 
iculare, with plans and conditions of sale, 
of Messrs. Hughes, Hooker, Buttanshaw, & Co., 
Solicitors 26, Bu row, Cannon-street ; at the Mart; 
and of Messrs. Ellis & Son, Auctioneers and Surveyors, 
45, Fenchurch- ~street, City. 


cITy. 
Freehold ero Premises, let on lease at a rent of £190, 
rming an excellent investment. 
N ESSRS. ELLIS & SON are directed by 
AUCTION, at the MART, on FRIDA 


the Trustees of Mr. & Mrs. Shepheard to SELL 
precisely, the FREEHOLD PREMISES, N 








Ty ag be 
‘o. 33, Al 


pm ing a commanding situation at the junction of Fen- 
-street with Leadenhall- 


~street, having the advantage 


| Life Policy for £1,000, with 
National ‘ational Provident 








ated tee ane. They spacious 
floor — a oatie, a ight —~ 
my the four u on a 


W. Smith ops foom, and are for aterm of 21 years = 
Resins SSN, he saan ok SDD gue ceioane. 


of getieton, see plan and condition: of sale, 
Camp & eae Solicitors, Watford ; 
the Mart; and of Meas. HE Bilis & Son, ‘Auctioneers and 
omen 45, Fenchurch. 

In the High Git Gain. Chancery Division.—Re Pew- 


olicy f th prof Moo ected in 1869 with th 
Life Pi ‘or £1,000, wi ta, of in wi e 
Economic Life Assurance 


Life P for £1 with ts, effected in ‘1869 with the 
wes Ce eben of Scotland. 


profits, effected in 1869 with th 
Fastin. Mr HEBNOR BLOSS 





TAYLOR, of the firm 


ESSRS. SEGRAVS, BROWETT & 
TAYLOR, will e MART, 0 MAY 15, 


i 


the above valuable OLD LIF) POLICIES. with 
of M essrs. Lindsay, Greenfield, 9 peal 
Messrs. - Ashura, Me 
& Oo. 17, , Throgmorton-aven 
Browett, Taylor, padaae 117, 
Holborn, E.C., and New Beckenham. 


Particulars 
Solicitors, 6, Old neal E.C.; 
Solicitors, 
By Onder of the Admsintstonter of 3.0.2. Email, antty 





ESSRS. SEGRAVE, BROWETT, & 
TAYLOR will SELL, at the MART, on MAY 
in Three Lots, the above valuable REVERSIONS 
gs jus of H. Steinberg, Esq., Solicitor, 38, Bread- 
and of Segrave, Browett, & Taylor, Auctioneers, 
ew Beckenham. 


E.C.; 
117, born, E.C., and N 





EAST DULWICH. 
Valuable Freehold Ground-Rents, with reversions. 
ESSRS. GLASIER & SONS will SELL 
a A CTION, at the MART, . on THURS- 
TiS. at TWO o pape 
eaotx aon 64 attractive SP Eactal pts agra 
residences oo situate in = 


Particulars ma: bo haé of Menus. Barton, Testes, @ 
A street, 


Hart, Solicitors, Surrey: Victoria 
at the a it aoe © rs 
ee 


—_—$—$$— 


cubstantially-built, aod. well” 


tho yckrntale onal a 


CITY © of ¢ LONDON. 
Freehold Ground-Rents, amounting to 


wrens & SONS, at the 
MART, on THURSDAY, MAY ith, r TWO 
o'clock, in Six Lots, as under 


. MANN & SON, 
VALUERS, 





SURVEYORS, 
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SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1893. 


N ESSRS, DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 

FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties will be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— 


Tucs., May 2 Tues., June 27 | Tues., Aug. 15 
Tues., May 9 Tues., July 4 Tues., Aug. 22 
Tues., May 16 Tues., July 11 Tues., Oct. 3 
Tues., May 30 Tues., July 18 Tues., Oct. 17 





Tues., June 6 Tues., July 25 Tues., Oct. 31 
Tues , June 13 | Tues, Aug | Tues., Nov. 14 
Tues., June 20 | Tues., Aug. | Tues., Dec. 5 


Auctions can also be held on other days, in town or 
country, by arrangement. Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, 
Farmer, & Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c. 


DETAILED LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, 
Sporting Quarters, Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 
mises to be Let or Sold by private contract are published on 
the 1st of each month, and can be obtained of Messrs. 

benham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, Estate Agents, 
Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, Cheapside, London, E.C. Tele- 
phone No, 1,503. 


8 


To Trustees and Others. —Broxbourne, Hounslow, Catford, 


Cromer, and Wroxham. 
N ESSRS. BAKER & SONS will SELL by 
MENTS, at 


AUCTION the following excellent INVEST- 
the MART, E.C., on FRIDAY NEXT, MAY 
5, at TWO :— 
ESSEX 

(near Broxbourne).—By Direction of the Mortgagees.— At 
a low reserve.—Freehold Estate, known as the Old House 
Farm, Roydon, ten minutes from Roydon Station, com- 
rising 130 acres, about 70 acres of which form the Imperial 
rick Works, with extensive plant and workmen’s cottages, 
a large quantity of prepared brick earth, and the remain- 

ing 60 acres a farm, with farmhouse and homestead. 
Vendors’ Solicitors, Messrs. Ellis & Ellis, 5, Delahay- 


treet, 8.W. 
HOUNSLOW. 


In 13 Lots.—Freehold Ground-rents amounting to £133 
per annum, secured upon Nos. 41 to 50, Bulstrode-road, 
and Nos, 7 to 11, Lampton-road, Hounslow, of the rack- 
rental va)ue of £550 per annum. Also about two acres of 
Freehold Building Land, possessing good frontages to the 
Lampton and Bulstrode - roads. — Vendors’ S:licitors, 
Messrs. Russell, Son, & Scott, 14, Old Jewry-chambers, 


E.C 
CATFORD. 

In Two Lots.—Semi-detached Residence, Lyon Villa, 41, 
Blythe-hill, containing six ro¢ms and offices; let at £26 
= annum, unexpired term 70 years; also Shop and 

welling-house, 12, Laurel-terrace, Bradgate-road, pro- 
ducing £31 10s. per annum; unexpired term 91 years; 
moderate ground-rents. Vendors’ Solicitors, Messrs. 
Macarthurs & Dolling Smith, 30, John-street, Bedford- 


row. 
CROMER, NORFOLK. 

At nominal reserves.—Thirteen Plots of Freehold Build- 
ing Land, on the Cromer Hall Estate, including a command¢- 
ing corner hotel site, fronting on the Macdonald, Prince of 
Wales, and Cabbell-roads.—Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs. 
= Garrett, & Parker, St. Michael’s Rectory, Cornhill, 


WROXHAM, NORFOLK. 


A charming Freehold Villa Residence, situate about ten 
minutes from the railway station; containing three recep- 
tion rooms, five bed rooms, bath room, and offices, with 

unds of two acres, having a frontage of 145ft. to the 
River Bure; rental value £80 per annum.—Vendor’s Solici- 
tors, Messrs. Lawrance, Waldron, & Webster, 14, Old 
gewry-chambers, E.C. 
Particulars may be had of the respective Solicitors ; 


of the Auctioneers, 11, Queen Victworia-street, E.C. 


and 


To Trustees and others.—Freehold Ground Rents of the 
highest class, amounting to £102 18s. per annum, secured 
upon Eight Double-Fronted Residences, situate and 
being Nos. 82 and 96, Crouch-hill, occupied by the Lease- 
holders, and of the Rental value of £85 per annum each, 
affording an Investment equal to Consols in security, but 
with the advantage of yearly increasing in value by 
reason of the reversion to the rack rentals on the expira- 
tion of the present leases. 

ESSRS. BEAN, BURNETT & 
ELDRIDGE will SELL the above by AUCTION, 

at the MART, on TUESDAY, MAY 30. 

Particulars of Messrs. Bird & Eldridge, Solicitors, 10, 

Great James-street, W.C.; or of the Auctioueers, 14, 

Nicholas-lane, E.C. 


REVERSIONS, ANNUITIES, LIFE 


INTERESTS, LIFE POLICIES, &c. 


N ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRAN- 
FIELD (successors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.), Land 
and Reversion Valuers and Auctioneers, may be consulted 
= all questions sonstnining to the above Interests. 
eir Periodical Sales (established by the late Mr. H. E. 
Marsh in 1843) occur on the First Thursday in each Month 
throughout the year, and are the recognized medium for 
this description of property. Advances made, if 


a | i completion, or permanent mo ze 
a I par 6, Poultry, London, E.C. — 





GROVE PARK, DENMARK HILL. 

Freehold Ground-rents, £457 per annum.—By order of the 
Trustee under the will of the late W. W. Chadwick, Esq., 
Fourth portion of estate. , 

MM 288s. CHADWICK will SELL by 

4 AUCTION, at the MART, E.C., on THURSDAY, 

MAY 4th, at TWO p.m., in Several Lots, valuable FREE- 

HOLD GROUND-RENTS, amounting to £457 per annum, 

admirably secured upon 64 detached and semi-detached 

residences, situate in the favourite residential locality of 

Grove-park, Camberwell-grove, with reve:sions to the 

valuable rack-rents, estimated at upwards of £3,000 per 

annum. 

Particulars, plans, and conditions of sale may be had of 
Messrs. Finch & Turner, Solicitors, 84, Cannon-street, 
E.C.; at the Mart, E.C.; or of Messrs. Chadwick, Sur- 
veyors and Land Agents, 17, Parliament-street, 8.W. 


N ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 

street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West-End 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. 


}‘BEEHOLD GROUND-RENT Wanted, 

for a large fund; 27 to 28 years’ purchase will be 
given for well-secured parcels; also Leasehold from 20 to 
25 years’ purchase.—Apply to Messrs. E. O, Preston & Co., 
4, Tokenhouse-buildings, Bank of England, London. 


}BEEHOLD GROUND-RENT of £168 per 
annum (in one collection), secured on substantial 
building covering upwards of an acre of land, let to well- 
known company, who have expended nearly £10,000 on the 
property; price to immediate purchaser, 25 years (£4,200). 
C. Raw ey Cross, F.A.I., Uxbridge-road Station, W. 
Telephone No. 8,669. 


'MRUST MONEYS.—To Solicitors, Trustees, 
and others who have Trust Moneys against first- 
class Securities, such as Freeholds and Leaseholds, in this 
country ; please state amount offered and interest required, 
whether on freehold, leasehold or otherwise.—M. Leon, 
Mortgage Broker, Broad-street-avenue, London. E.C. 


TWO SOLICITORS and Others.—Lincoln’s- 

inn-fields (No. 63).—Two fine Suites of Offices on 
entrance floor of fine new building, each of four good 
Rooms and Strong Room ; rents £170 and £210 respectively, 
including rates and taxes.--Apply on premises or to Messrs. 
Cuapwick, Surveyors, 17, Parliament-street. 


AW.—Wanted, a thoroughly competent 

Conveyancing Clerk acquainted with Death Duties 

and Accounts.—Address stating, age, antecedents and 

salary to P. 26, Deacon’s Advertising Offices, 154, Leaden- 
hall-street, E.C. 





r ° , 
AW.—Clerk (aged 33), sixteen years 
London experience, wishes to arrange for three years’ 
Articles ; Country Office.—Terms as to premium and salary 
to 8., 117, Chancery-lane, London. 
AW PRACTICE.—For Sale, a_ small 
4 Practice in West End; good opportunity for gentle- 
man commencing practice ; good offices, thoroughly fur- 
nished; open to offer.—/.ddress. Cox, care of Messrs. 
Street Brothers, 5, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn. 


\ ANTED, a thoroughly competent Chan- 
cery Manager.—Apply, by letter only, Cuancery, 
38, Bedford-row. 





SOLICITOR (admitted 1884) with both 
L London and Country experience desires Managing 
Clerkship, either temporarily or with a view to purchasing 
a Partnership.—Address, H. L., 117, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
REVERSIONS. ? 
I AW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
4 SOCIETY (Limited). 

24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.Cc. 
CuairMAN—Epwarp James Bevir, Esq., Q.C. 
Deputy-Cuammman — Joun Cierk, Esq., Q.C. 

REVEBSIONS and Life Interests Purchased. Im- 
mediate and Deferred Annuities granted in exchange for 
Reversionary and Contingent Interests. 

_LOANS may also be obtained on the security of Rever- 
sions. 
formation, may be had at the office. 
C. B. CLABON, Secretary. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(EsTaBLisuep 18838), 








Purchase 
Property, and Life Interests, and Lafe Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities.—17, King’s Arms- 
yard, Coleman-street, E.C, 


SU N INSURANCE OFFICE. 


Founded 1710. 
(FIRE) 


Law Courts Braycn, 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C., 
SUM INSURED in 1891, £373,700,000. 


| lane, 


Prospectuses and Forms of Proposal, and all further in- | 





teversionary Interests in Real and Personal | 


] AW FIRE INSURANCE SOCIETY, 
7 | 114, CHANcERY-LANE, Loypow, 
April 17th, 1893. 


Notice is Hereby Given that the Anyuat GENERAL 
Meetine of the Shareholders of the Law Fire Ivsur- 
ANCE Society will be held at the Sociery’s Hovsr, Cuay- 
CERY-LANE, on Tugspay, the 9th day of May next, to elect 
Eight Directors in the room of the like number of Directors 
who go out by rotation; to elect Three Auditors in the 
room of the like number who retire; and for General 


Purposes. : 

The Chair will be taken at One o’clock precisely. 

The Accounts of the Society, with the Auditors’ Report 
upon them, may be inspected by the Shareholders for 14 
days previously to the Annual Meeting, and during one 
month after it. . i 

The following Directors retire by rotation, are eligible, 
and with the exception of Mr. Broughton offer themselves 
for re-election : 

Howard William Broughton, Esq., John Moxon Clabon, 
Esq., Richard Mills, Esq., Frederick Peake, Esq., George 
Rooper, Esq., Edward Lee Roweliffe, Esq., Sir Arnold 
William White, Spencer Croughton Wilde, Esq., Romer 
Williams, Esq. 

The Auditors retiring are : 

John Henry Hortin, Esq., William Tanner Neve, Esq., 
Charles Robert Roberts West, Esq., who are eligible, and 
offer themselves for re-election, and Octavius Leefe, Esq., 
who does not desire to be re-elected. ¢ 

Also that an Extraordinary General Meeting will be held 
at the place aforesaid immediately after the termination 
of the Annual General Meeting, to e'ect Two Directors in 
the room of Bartle John Laurie Frere, Esq., and of Bir 
Henry Fox Bristowe, deceased, and Two additional Direc- 
tors in accordance with the provisions of the Society’s Deed 
of Settlement, and an Auditor in the room of Octavius 
Leefe, Esq. 

The Candidates for the vacant seats at the Board are 
Charles Whitbread Graham, Octavius Leefe, Frederic 
Parker Morrell, and William Nocton, Esqrs., and for the 
vacant Auditorship, James Frederick Burton, Esq. 

By order of the Board, 
GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, Secretary. 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL  ysvrance company 


tiuirep, FIRE. 
Established 1803. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds £1,600,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 


General Manager. 


THE EQUITABLE FIRE AND ACCIDENT 
OFFICE, LIMITED. 
MANCHESTER, LONDON, GLASGOW. 


£405,545. 
£140,000. 
£460,000. 





CAPITAL ian eee ous 
Awnnvav Income (1891) over 
Security To Insurep, over 
AGENCY. — Gentlemen who can introduce SOUND 
BUSINESS invited to apply for Agency. 


SPECIAL FEATURE in Accident Department.—ONE 
PREMIUM returned EVERY FIFTH YEAR to those 
who have made no claim. 


D. R. PATERSON, Manager and Secretary. 
'rO PARENTS and GUARDIANS.—A 


Mechanical Engineer has Vacancy for a Young 


| Gentleman as premium Pupil in his works and offices.— 


Apply to A. Z., ‘Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery- 


INKERTON’S DETECTIVE OFFICE.— 
Female and Male Detectives.—Divorce.—Prompt, 
secret, and reliable evidence obtained ; suspected persons 


| watched; missing friends traced; trade inquiries made.— 


Chief Office, 14, Duke-street, Strand; 32, Surrey-lane, 
Battersea, 8.W. Telegrams, ‘‘ Detexi, London.” 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Sd MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


| Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





